May 22, 1997

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Holy God, help us to be ever mindful
of Your presence in every moment of
this day. May we practice Your pres-
ence by opening our minds to think
Your thoughts. May this day be filled
with surprises in which You intervene
with solutions to our problems and
with superlative strength that replen-
ishes our limited endurance. Fill us
with expectancy of what You will do in
and through us today.

We claim Isaiah’'s promise, “*You will
keep him in perfect peace whose mind
is stayed on You."'—Isaiah 26:3. Stay
our mind on You so that we may know
Your lasting peace of mind and soul.
You know how easily we can become
distracted; often hours will pass with-
out thought of You or Your will for our
work. In those times, invade our minds
and remind us that You are in charge
and we are here to serve and please
You.

Lord, keep our minds riveted on You
throughout this day so that we may
draw from Your unlimited wisdom for
all that we do and say. Especially, we
ask for Your guidance as discussion is
completed and a final vote is taken on
the budget. May our fiscal planning be
in keeping with Your priorities for our
Nation.

In the name of our Lord and Saviour.
Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, the able
Senator from New Mexico, is recog-
nized.

e ——

SCHEDULE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, today
the Senate will resume consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 27,
the first concurrent budget resolution,
with 13 hours of debate on the resolu-
tion remaining. As under the previous
order, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN will be
recognized this morning to conclude
debate on her amendment. Senators
can expect a rollcall vote between 10:30
and 11 o'clock this morning. Following
the disposition of the amendment just
mentioned, the Senate will continue to
work through the approximately 45
amendments which have been filed to
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the budget resolution. As the majority
leader has indicated, it is his intention
that the Senate conclude work on this
resolution today. In regard to numer-
ous amendments filed, it is our hope
that each and every amendment filed
will not require a vote. The Budget
Committee has worked through the
night, identifying amendments which
can be worked out on both sides, there-
fore expediting this process immensely.

The majority leader has requested
the cooperation of all Members in
working with the Budget Committee
and/or being prepared to debate their
amendments during today’s session of
the Senate. As always, all Members
will be notified as soon as any agree-
ments are reached and votes scheduled.
Also, before we recess tomorrow, the
Senate will consider the CWC imple-
mentation bill with a short time agree-
ment, as under the previous order.

1 thank all Members for their atten-
tion.

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—H.R. 1306

Mr. DOMENICI. Before we begin, 1
understand that there is a bill at the
desk that is due for its second reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). The clerk will read the
bill for the second time.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1306) to amend the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act to clarify the applica-
bility of host State laws to any branch in
such out-of-State bank.

Mr. DOMENICI. I object to further
proceedings on this matter at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be placed on the calendar.

R —

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the budget resolution.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (5. Con. Res. 27)
setting forth the Congressional budget for
the U.S. Government for fiscal years 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

Pending:

Murray-Wellstone amendment No. 291, to
express the sense of the Congress concerning
domestic violence.

Inhofe amendment No. 301, to create a
point of order against any budget resolution
for fiscal years after 2001 that causes a uni-
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fied budget deficit for the budget year or any
of the 4 fiscal years following the budget
vear.

Hollings amendment No. 302, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Highway Trust
Fund should not be taken into account in
computing the deficit in the budget of the
United States.

Hollings amendment No. 303, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund should not be taken into ac-
count in computing the deficit in the budget
of the United States.

Hollings amendment No. 304, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Military Retire-
ment Trust Funds should not be taken into
account in computing the deficit in the
budget of the United States.

Hollings amendment No. 305, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Civil Service
Retirement Trust Funds should not be taken
into account in computing the deficit in the
budget of the United States.

Hollings amendment No. 306, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Federal Unem-
ployment Compensation Trust Fund should
not be taken into account in computing the
deficit in the budget of the United States.

Kerry amendment No. 309, to allocate
funds for early childhood development pro-
grams for children ages zero to six.

Dorgan amendment No. 310, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Congress should
continue efforts to reduce the on-budget def-
icit without counting Social Security sur-
pluses.

Warner-Baucus amendment No. 311, to en-
sure that transportation revenues are used
golely for transportation.

Wellstone amendment No. 313, to provide
for increases in funding for Headstart and
Early Start, child nutrition programs, and
school construction, which will be paid for
by reducing tax benefits to the top 2 percent
of income earners in the United States as
well as by reducing tax benefits that are
characterized as corporate welfare or tax
loopholes.

Wellstone amendment No. 314, to provide
that Pell Grants for needy students should
be increased. ]

Abraham amendment No. 316, to express
the sense of the Senate that, to the extent
that future revenues exceed the revenue ag-
gregates, those additional revenues should be
reserved for deficit reduction and tax cuts
only.

Gramm amendment No. 319, to ensure that
the discretionary limits provided in the
budget resolution shall apply in all years.

Gramm amendment No. 320, to ensure that
the 4.3 cents federal gas tax increase enacted
in 1993 will be transferred to the Highway
Trust Fund.

Faircloth amendment No. 321, to express
the sense of the Senate that a non-refund-
able tax credit for the expenses of an edu-
cation at a 2-year college should be enacted.

Ashcroft amendment No. 322, to add en-
forcement mechanisms to reflect the stated
commitment to reach a balanced budget in
2002, to maintain a balanced budget there-
after, and to achieve these goals without
raising taxes.

Ashcroft amendment No. 323, to limit in-
creases In the statutory limit on the debt to
the levels in the budget resolution.

@ This “buller” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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Bond amendment No. 324, to express the
sense of the Senate regarding the protection
of children’s health.

Bond amendment No. 325, to express the
sense of the Senate concerning the Highway
Trust Fund.

MeCain-Hollings amendment No. 326, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that the Con-
gress shall take such steps as necessary to
reconcile the difference between actual reve-
nues raised and estimates made and shall re-
duce spending accordingly if Spectrum Auc-
tions raise less revenue than projected.

McCain-Mack amendment No. 327, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate with respect to
certain highway demonstration projects.

McCain amendment No. 328, to express the
sense of the Senate that the revenues gen-
erated to finance an intercity passenger rail
fund under section 207 should not be appro-
priated before enactment of legislation to re-
authorize and reform the National Rail Pas-
senger Corporation.

Bumpers amendment No. 330, to delay the
effectiveness of the tax cuts assumed in the
Budget Resolution until the Federal budget
is balanced.

Bumpers amendment No. 331, to ensure
that the Medicare cuts that will be enacted
are not used to pay tax cuts and that instead
the tax cuts are completely paid for by the
closure of tax loopholes.

Bumpers amendment No. 332, to express
the sense of the Senate that no budget rec-
onciliation bill shall increase the Federal
deficit.

Lautenberg (for Moseley-Braun) amend-
ment No. 333, to express the sense of the Sen-
ate regarding the use of budget savings.

Lautenberg (for Moseley-Braun) amend-
ment No. 334, to express the sense of the Sen-
ate regarding the value of the social security
system for future retirees.

Launtenberg (for Dodd) amendment No. 335,
to ensure that the concurrent resolution
conforms with the bipartisan budget agree-
ment to restrict revenue reductions over the
ten-year period.

Moseley-Braun amendment No. 336, to pro-
vide $5 billion for school repair, renovation,
modernization, and construction priorities,
offset by closing tax loopholes.

Specter amendment No. 338, to provide for
a reduction in mandatory spending and an
increase in discretionary spending relating
to children’s health.

Specter amendment No. 339, to provide for
a reduction in mandatory spending and an
increase in discretionary spending relating
to children’'s health.

Specter amendment No. 340, to restore
funding within the discretionary health
function to maintain progress in medical re-
search, offset by reductions in Federal agen-
cy administrative costs.

Domenici (for Grams) amendment No. 346,
to require that the $225 billion CBO revenue
receipt windfall be used to for deficit reduc-
tion and tax relief, and that non-defense dis-
cretionary spending be kept at a freeze base-
line level.

Domenici (for Coverdell) amendment No.
347, to provide for parental involvement in
prevention of drug use by children.

Domenici (for Kyl) amendment No. 348, to
express the sense of the Senate that the
budget resolution agreement does not fore-
close the possibility of Congress adopting ad-
ditional tax cuts in the future, so long as
they are paid for.

Domenici (for Snowe-Coverdell) amend-
ment No. 349, to express the sense of the Sen-
ate relative to higher education tax relief
and higher education expenses.
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Lautenberg (for Harkin) amendment No.
350, to express the sense of the Senate sup-
porting an increase in funding for defense 050
account funds dedicated for medical re-
search.

Lautenberg (for Harkin-Bingaman) amend-
ment No. 351, to reduce the incentives to use
tax gimmicks that artificially increase reve-
nues in 2002 in ways that make balancing the
deficit more difficult after 2002.

Lautenberg (for Kohl-Kerry) amendment
No. 352, to express the sense of the Senate on
early childhood education.

Lautenberg (for Byrd) amendment No. 353,
to expand opportunities to access funding in
the Highway Reserve fund.

Lautenberg (for Biden) amendment No. 354,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding
the extension of the Violent Crime Reduc-
tion Trust Fund through fiscal year 2002.

Lautenberg (for Boxer) amendment No. 355,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding
tax cut benefits.

Robb amendment No. 356, to express the
sense of the Senate on Social Security and
retirement savings.

AMENDMENT NO. 336

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized to
speak on her amendment for up to 50
minutes.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you,
Mr. President. I yield myself such time
as I may require.

Before I start, I ask unanimous con-
sent Senator BAUCUS be added as a co-
sponsor of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am going to yield to my col-
leagues from Massachusetts and Min-
nesota in a moment to speak on this.
But I would just like to pick up the de-
bate where we left off last evening.

This is the amendment to begin to
repair America’s crumbling schools and
to help provide an environment suit-
able for learning to the 14 million chil-
dren who attend school every day in
this country, schools with leaky roofs,
with crumbling walls, with sewage
backing up in the basement, with in-
sufficient electrical equipment to plug
in computers, children who attend
schools in our country that are not
suitable environments for learning. Mr.
President, I believe we can do better.

There has been a great deal of debate
about who should pay for the crum-
bling schools. As we know, it is tradi-
tional in this country that State and
local governments pay for elementary
and secondary education. In fact, the
Federal Government only supports ele-
mentary and secondary education na-
tionwide at about a 7 percent level, so
we are barely engaged in the funding
formula. But as it is no doubt appar-
ent, and I know it is apparent to every-
body in this room, we are facing a cri-
sis of national proportions because the
formula for funding elementary and
secondary education just does not work
in ways that are adequate to meet the
needs of our children. It does not work
because the property tax base of ele-
mentary and secondary funding has
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been so inelastic as not to provide for
the repair, construction, and mainte-
nance of schools over time. So we are
faced with a crisis of monumental na-
tional proportions.

The General Accounting Office tells
us it will take $112 billion to repair our
schools, to just bring them up to a
level of adequacy—code violations re-
moved, where students can actually
learn—without even getting to putting
in new technologies. It is pretty clear
children cannot learn if their schools
are falling down around them. They
cannot use computers if there are no
electrical systems to plug them into.
Unless we engage as a national commu-
nity to provide local districts and to
provide States with some assistance in
meeting this huge challenge, the chal-
lenge will continue to go unmet and we
will hamstring an entire generation
and make them less capable of com-
peting in this global economy, this
technological age.

We can do better. Our parents turned
over to us schools that were adequate
to our needs. The public schools were
not in this condition. In fact, if any-
thing, most of the schools that most
American children attend were built
for our generation. We have an obliga-
tion to help provide some financial as-
sistance to States and to local districts
to repair their crumbling schools.

I wanted to put it on a light note be-
fore I turned it over to my colleagues.
I thought this was a perfect picture to
talk about where we are. This is a car-
toon. As a matter of fact, I have two
cartoons. The first one says, “A com-
puter in class opens a whole new world
for us.” And the little girl says, *‘Look,
a picture of a school with no leaking
roof, no peeling paint, with textbooks
for everyone. . .."

“A whole new world for us’ because
this is the real world. It is the crum-
bling schools, the broken plaster in the
walls, the lack of electrical connec-
tions, broken plumbing, code viola-
tions, lead paint in the walls, asbes-
tos—that is the environment to which
we send our children to schools. The
new one would be one with no leaking
roof, no peeling paint, and with text-
books for everyone. This one, unfortu-
nately, is the reality.

The second cartoon speaks to the re-
ality again as well. Again, these are
issues that everybody knows to be
true. That is why it is almost sur-
prising to even have to say these
things. All you have to do is go out in
your State, and you will see schools in
this kind of condition. This is Pepper-
mint Patty. Peppermint Patty’s crum-
bling school. Peppermint Patty, in the
first few panels, talks about how the
roof is leaking again. And then Marcie
says, ‘‘Sir, the roof is leaking again
and you are getting all wet.”

“I don't like to complain, Marcie.”

“Then I'll do it for you. We were just
wondering, ma'am, if perchance you
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might have noticed . . .
leaking.”

And then the custodian., of course,
goes up, falls off the roof, and then,
‘““‘How about that, Marcie, I think they
fixed the leak in the roof. Let's just
hope there aren’t some other places
where . . .”” and that's when the rain
starts coming down on Marcie herself.

As we talk about the importance of
education, of a college education, of
national standards and goals and the
like for education—it is conversation.
It is just conversation if we don’t give
the youngsters an environment in
which to learn. They clearly cannot
learn if the environment, the setting,
is such that it impedes their ability to
access the technology, it diminishes
their ability to focus in on what it is
we are trying to communicate to them.

This last panel which I wanted to
bring to your attention, really, I
thought, points out the problem alto-
gether. That is, infrastructure, facili-
ties, the environment, the structure
have been forgotten. It is everybody
pointing fingers at everybody else. It's
this unit of government’s job, it's that
unit of government’'s job, it is not our
responsibility; turning our backs,
pointing fingers, and forgetting alto-
gether about the basics. We are talking
about computers, but we haven't re-
membered that you have to have elec-
trical systems to use them. So this last
one says, ““This is how it is, Mr. Prin-
cipal. Half the kids in our class can't
read and half can’t multiply 6 by 8.
None of them ever heard of Bosnia and
couldn’t tell you who wrote Hamlet.”

*I talked to the principal, sir.””

“*What did he say about the leaking
roof?"’ says Peppermint Patty, who is
under a rainstorm.

And Marcie says, ‘I forgot to men-
tion it."”

Well, we have been forgetting to
mention it. We have been neglecting
infrastructure and we have been letting
the problem get worse and worse. As
with any maintenance issue, if you let
it go, it doesn’t get better, it just gets
worse. So this amendment, this $5 bil-
lion, is just a start to try to reach the
level of the $112 billion that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office tells us is need-
ed.

Here is reality. I have been showing
cartoons, but this is reality. This is a
chemistry lab, built probably when I
was in high school, if not before—prob-
ably when my parents were in high
school. Clearly, this is not suitable to
teach any youngster chemistry in
these times. There is no equipment. It
is falling down. You can see this is just
age; this is not kids trashing the
school. That's just old, outdated—I
would imagine, from the type of con-
struction, since I like to do construc-
tion, this is probably close to the
1920’s, if not earlier.

Here is another. Desks that you and
I probably used that have been recy-

the roof is
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cled, Mr. President, with peeling paint.
One of the problems the GAO found is
a lot of the paint peeling has lead in it,
and we know from other research what
lead does to youngsters.

Here's another one. The kids may
have trashed the lockers, but at the
same time the lockers seem to me to
have gone a long way toward being
trashed before the kids got there. You
can’t use these things.

But this is the condition of the
schools.

Here is another lab. Look at that.
What do we tell our children about the
value of education? What do we tell
them about what we think about them,
sending them into conditions like this?

Before 1 conclude, I want to point out
something that may be
counterintuitive about this whole issue
but that is reality; that is, crumbling
schools is not just an inner city prob-
lem. Crumbling schools are not just
problems in poor communities. Crum-
bling schools happen all over our coun-
try. In fact, the GAO tells us the cen-
tral cities experience crumbling
schools at a rate of 38 percent; the sub-
urban communities at a rate of 29 per-
cent; the rural communities at a rate
of 30 percent. Add to that that it is a
nationwide problem—in fact, if any-
thing, the West has this problem more
than the Midwest, and the East has it
more than the Midwest. So it is a prob-

lem that is national and is in every

kind of community and affects 14 mil-
lion children every day.

It is shameful to me that we did not
have this already in the budget as part
of the budget agreement. I was very
distressed about that part. But I hope
the Members of this Chamber will rec-
ognize that this is reality, that we
have to have a partnership. We need to
help States and local governments
meet this need. We are not looking to
take anything over. This will maintain
local control of the schools, local con-
trol of the decisionmaking about what
schools get fixed and what features get
addressed. But, surely, surely, with a
§$112 billion national problem, here at
the national level we can find $5 billion
to help our school districts and our
States repair the crumbling schools in
which we expect our children to learn.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join
my colleague and friend from Illinois,
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, and com-
mend her for bringing this matter to
the U.S. Senate. Her amendment ad-
dresses basic and fundamental needs to
help children get a good education, and
to offset that by closing some of the
tax loopholes.

In reviewing the agreements that
were made in the balanced budget
amendment, it is clear that almost
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every program is going to bear the
brunt of belt tightening—with the ex-
ception of tax expenditures. There are
over $430 billion in tax expenditures
this current year, and that number will
increase as we move to enact the tax
breaks. We have still not closed the bil-
lionaire’s tax loophole that permits
Americans who have accumulated large
amounts of wealth to renounce their
citizenship and take their wealth over-
seas. I think we can afford to close that
particular loophole and pay for this
particular amendment. There are oth-
ers that are just as outrageous that,
with any fair evaluation of those loop-
holes, would clearly be closed.

It is entirely appropriate that we
give favorable consideration to this
measure.

Mr. President, I strongly support the
amendment by Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN to provide the $5 billion for im-
proving America’s school facilities.

Good education begins with decent
places to learn. Yet, in too many public
schools across the Nation, children
have to run an obstacle course to learn,
and that is wrong.

Schools across the country are facing
enormous problems with crumbling fa-
cilities. Fourteen million children in
one-third of the schools are learning in
substandard school buildings. Over half
of all schools report at least one major
building in disrepair, with cracked
foundations, leaking roofs and other
major problems.

Yet, student enrollments are at an
all-time high and will continue to rise,
causing even greater overcrowding in
many schools. We cannot tolerate a sit-
uation in which facilities deteriorate
while enrollments escalate.

Massachusetts is mno exception.
Forty-one percent of Massachusetts
schools report that at least one build-
ing needs extensive repair or should be
replaced: 75 percent report serious
problems, such as plumbing or heating
defects; 80 percent have at least one
unsatisfactory environmental factor.

Faulty boilers and leaky pipes are re-
sponsible for sewage leaks and backups
at many schools in Springfield. Sixty
percent of Springfield schools do not
have power outlets and electric wiring
needed to accommodate computers and
multimedia equipment.

At the Washington School in Spring-
field, windows are falling out, so they
cannot keep the school well heated. At
Chestnut school, an entire floor was
closed due to disrepair and has not
been reopened. To add to the problem,
enrollment in Springfield schools has
increased by 1,500 students, or 6 per-
cent, over the past 2 years. Facilities
are not large enough to accommodate
the number of students in the schools,
forcing teachers to hold classes in stor-
age rooms, large closets and base-
ments.
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In Boston, nearly half the schools
need major upgrades in their ventila-
tion systems to meet current air qual-
ity standards.

It is interesting, Mr. President, that
over half of the schools in my home
city of Boston are still not handicapped
accessible.

Schools in the city cannot keep their
heating systems functioning properly.
On a given day, 15 to 30 schools report
that their heating systems are not
working. Of Boston’s 120 school build-
ings, 90 do not have adequate power
outlets and wiring to accommodate to-
day’s technology. Roofs are crumbling
at the Dearborn School, Hyde Park
High School, Dickerman High School,
and the Trotter School. .

Of the 50 public schools in Worcester,
10 schools need new boilers for their
heating systems. Almost every school
needs windows replaced. Half of
Worcester's schools are not equipped
with the wiring and infrastructure to
handle new technology, and the voca-
tional high school risks losing its cer-
tification because the building is in
such poor condition. Its outdated elec-
trical wiring is especially dangerous.

Worcester's schools are also becom-
ing overcrowded. Forest Grove Middle
School is at its full capacity of 750 stu-
dents. They expect 150 additional stu-
dents to enroll next year, forcing them
to rent rooms at a local church to off-
set the overcrowding.

At Holt School in Whitman, the foun-
dation is cracked. Water damage has
loosened the ceiling tiles in the cafe-
teria, and the ceiling of the boiler room
is collapsing.

At the Toy Town Elementary School
in Winchendon, the roofs in the gym-
nasium are leaking, the window caulk-
ing is deteriorating, and there is asbes-
tos in the cafeteria ceiling and floor
tiles.

It is difficult to teach or learn in di-
lapidated buildings and overcrowded
classrooms. That is why this amend-
ment is so important. It would provide
$5 billion in funding over the next 5
years to help school districts meet
their priorities for repair, renovation
and modernization of their facilities,
and it is fully offset by closing the tax
loopholes and corporate subsidies in
the budget resolution. The amendment
does not bind anyone to one specific
plan of how to provide support for
school facilities. Those details will be
worked out later. What the amendment
does do is put priority on addressing
the urgent needs of schools and the
children who learn in them.

It is preposterous to pretend that we
can prepare students for the 21st cen-
tury in dilapidated 19th century class-
rooms. I urge my colleagues to support
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN's amendment.

This chart indicates, Mr. President,
exactly what the conditions are, as
pointed out by the Senator from Illi-
nois: Fourteen million children in sub-
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standard schools; 7 million attend
schools with asbestos and lead paint.
This provides for mental retardation
and slow developmental learning;
radon in the ceilings and wall; 12 mil-
lion children go to schools under leak-
ing roofs; and one-third of American
children study in classrooms without
enough panel outlets and electrical
wiring to accommodate computer and
multimedia equipment.

We are going to spend $7.2 million in
the title I program to help children to
get the basic math and reading skills
they need. But if those children are in
dilapidated buildings, we are not spend-
ing that money wisely. We are going to
be spending about $491 million in Goals
2000, to help States and local commu-
nities establish standards so that they
can measure the progress that children
are making. If the Nation's classrooms
are falling apart, When you have the
kind of classrooms like this, how can
we expect children to meet high aca-
demic standards?

As the Senator from Illinois pointed
out, we are going to be spending $1.8
billion for computers, electronics, and
Internet access in the schools over the
next 5 years. If you do not have the
electrical outlets in which to plug in
the computers, what difference will our
technology investment make? We will
spend hundreds of millions of dollars in
upgrading professional training for
teachers, but forcing them to teach in
crumbling schools. So we are willing to
get computers into the classroom, up-
grade teaching, provide additional
funding for literacy, and provide the
additional funding for early interven-
tions, but are going to ignore the dete-
rioration of our schools? This is a na-
tional problem that must be addressed.
GAO estimates that communities need
$112 billion nationwide to repair their
schools. It's a problem across the coun-
try—in urban areas, rural areas, and
suburban areas. The places I talked
about reflect a broad range of Massa-
chusetts schools. Communities in every
part of Massachusetts and across the
country are facing urgent needs to re-
pair dilapidated schools. You can go all
over this Nation and find out this is
true, and it is affecting the children of
this Nation.

So, Mr. President, this is not the
first time that Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN has championed this issue in
the Senate. She is not a member of the
Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee, but she made her case to us on
this issue, and we addressed it.

In 1994, we authorized a grant pro-
gram in the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. In appropriations, we
were able to appropriate $100 million in
fiscal year 1995 for the program. But,
when the rescissions came, the School
Infrastructure Improvement Act was
one of the first targets of the Repub-
lican leadership—they rescinded 100
percent of the funding. Then we saw
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her amendment included in the initial
budget agreement because individ-
uals—Republicans and Democrats
alike—understood the urgent need to
repair the Nation’s schools. Then over-
night, it suddenly disappeared. It was
in that proposal initially, and it should
have been in it in the final agreement
too. Now the good Senator is trying to
just put back what was already in the
initial draft to make a downpayment
on helping to repair the Nation's
schools.

This very modest program will help
school districts to develop funding
mechanisms so that they can go ahead
and meet this challenge themselves.
There will be some help and assistance
communities to subsidize some of the
interest rates on bonds so that they
can afford to repair their schools. We
do not propose to have the Federal
Government repair local schools. We
propose to let the Federal Government
lend a helping hand to those local com-
munities that are hard pressed to do it
themselves, to create decent, safe
school buildings for their children.

This is a national issue, Mr. Presi-
dent. I am strongly committed, and I
know my other colleagues are too, to
improving the guality of education of
young people in this country. It starts
right in the classroom and it starts by
having a safe, modern classroom where
a child can learn. Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN’s amendment will move us in
that direction. I commend her, and I
hope the Senate will support her
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you
very much, Mr. President. I thank the
Senator from Massachusetts for his
eloquence and for his support.

I want to yield some time to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, but first I want
to point out a couple of things.

The Senator from Massachusetts
talked about the classroom. It is a fact
that in America, the rungs of the lad-
der of opportunity are still crafted in
the classroom, and we now know that
classrooms all across this country are
falling apart and crumbling. The Gen-
eral Accounting Office told us in this
report, ‘‘Condition of America’'s
Schools,” that it is going to take $112
billion nationally to even bring our
schools up to code. So this is no mis-
take, Mr. President. This is something
that is documented by an exhaustive
study by the General Accounting Of-
fice.

They also then went on to tell us
that in addition, ‘“*America’s Schools
Are Not Designed or Equipped for the
21st Century.” So they went on to tell
us what these charts say and pictures
say and all of us know: That you can-
not use computers in a classroom with
a broken window, with falling ceilings,
with peeling paint with lead in it, with
no electrical system. This has been
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confirmed by the General Accounting
Office.

Then they went on to tell us, with
“Profiles of School Conditions by
State,”” that this is a national problem.
This is not just Illinois or Massachu-
setts or Minnesota, this is all over
America, and each State has this prob-
lem.

Then they went on to tell us,
‘“‘States’ Financial and Technical Sup-
port Varies,” that ‘‘America’s Schools
Report Differing Conditions,” and that
‘“‘State Efforts to Reduce Funding Gaps
Between Poor and Wealthy Districts”
are poor and inadequate.

I submit to you, Mr. President, that
if all the States and cities, the local
school districts, the rural communities
all did their best in terms of property
tax support for rebuilding our crum-
bling schools, they would have a hard
time coming up with $112 billion with-
out some assistance,

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield for two questions?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is the Senator saying
that the Finance Committee ought to
be able to find that $5 billion over 5
vears out of $2.3 trillion—5$2.3 trillion—
in tax expenditures, which include the
billionaire’s tax loophole and other
egregious violations? Does the Senator
think we ought to be able to find $5 bil-
lion out of $2.3 trillion in tax expendi-
tures over the next 5 years?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator from Massachusetts for his
question, and he is exactly on the
point. I absolutely agree. In fact, this
is the cookbook; this is the book with
the loopholes. It is called a loophole
book instead of a cookbook. Here are
the loopholes. The people who are bil-
lionaires can leave the country, re-
nounce their U.S. citizenship and not
pay a dime of taxes. In fact, they do it
so they will not have to pay taxes on
their money, and that represents more
than we are asking for to rebuild our
crumbling schools, and yet that is not
taken out.

Mr. KENNEDY. Am I correct that
this is not a partisan issue? Senator
MCcCAIN has been a leader in trying to
close down some of the tax loopholes.
So the idea of closing them is not just
something put forth by the Senator
from Illinois. This has been recognized
across partisan lines that we ought to
be able to close some of the tax loop-
holes in the interest of the American
taxpayers.

Finally, I ask the Senator this gues-
tion, and she touched on it so elo-
quently earlier: What is the message
that we send to school children if we do
not pass this amendment? We have
been talking about the collapsing
roofs, inadequate boilers, windows that
have fallen out and haven't been re-
placed, schools in Boston whose heat-
ing systems frequently fail. But what
does this say to the schoolchildren of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

this country about our commitment to
them when we are trying to, either as
parents or as community leaders, say
that continued education, the quality
of schoolteachers, and homework is im-
portant; that we want young people to
apply themselves and develop their
own skills to enhance their educational
opportunities so that they will have
good jobs in the future? What do we
say when we impress on them that
what the learn is what they are going
to earn in the future? What message
does it say to them every single day
when they go to school to learn in di-
lapidated classrooms?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator from Massachusetts for the
question. And I think the message that
it sends is that we are a bunch of hypo-
crites. I think the message that it
sends is that everybody talks about
education. We have an “education ev-
erything.” You can find probably an
education dogcatcher somewhere in
America that ran on a platform: I'm
going to fix the schools. But we never
seem to be able to get there.

And so after a while the children be-
come cynical and begin to believe that
we do not believe education is impor-
tant, that we do not really put our
money where our mouth is, that we are
prepared to send them into classrooms
that suggest a diminished support or
diminished importance of what they
do.

We send our children to classrooms
every day in conditions that we would
allow no worker to work in. We send
our children to classrooms every day
that we would not for a moment tol-
erate in our homes. And so if that is
the case, then we say, well, we want
you to go to learn somewhere that
looks like this, that looks like the
charts I have had. And we expect you
to learn in that environment. What
that says is learning is not really im-
portant.

As we stand up and make our pious
speeches about the globalization of our
economy and the information age and
the brave new world—again, that is
why I thought this cartoon was so
funny. ““A computer in class opens a
whole new world for us!” *‘Look! A pic-
ture of a school with no leaking roof,
no peeling paint, with textbooks for ev-
eryone * * * That is a whole new
world, because the world we give them
is one with peeling paint and leaking
roofs and no textbooks. I think it is
just outrageous and shameful.

Mr. KENNEDY. Finally, how does the
Senator address the guestion that this
is going to be a budget buster, a deal
breaker? We fully offset the amend-
ment through corporate tax loopholes.
If we pass this amendment of $5 billion
with an offset of $5 billion, therefore
making it revenue neutral, is it chal-
lenging to find $5 billion out of $2.3
trillion in tax expenditures to spend on
the renovation and repair of the Na-
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tion’s crumbling schools? That looking
out for the children of this country is a
deal breaker? I do not find that as a
very persuasive argument.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That Iis
right. Out of $2.3 trillion, $5 billion
pales in comparison. It is just a start.
It is not a budget buster by any means.
In fact, if anything, it keeps the bot-
tom line constant and just says we are
going to give out a little less in tax
breaks, we are just going to do a little
less on the tax side, we are going to be
a little more moderate in how many
chickens we try to put in every pot and
instead focus on our priorities and pro-
vide our youngsters with an oppor-
tunity to learn. That is all it does, I
say to the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I hope that the Sen-
ator’'s amendment is approved.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator from Massachusetts.

I want to pick up with one other
point the Senator made. And that is,
there is no reason why this should be a
partisan issue. Politics should stop at
the schoolroom door. There ought to be
Republican legislators and Democratic
legislators alike standing up saying, we
are prepared to help our States and
local governments fix our crumbling
schools.

This should not come down to being:
The Republicans are for crumbling
schools and the Democrats want to fix
them. This should not come down to
being: Republicans do not care about
their States having to meet 112 billion
dollars’ worth of need that the General
Accounting Office has documented
State by State.

And I suggest to my colleagues, I
know your staffs all have them, but we
have sent around copies of a State-by-
State analysis. Take a look at what
your State has in terms of the cost of
bringing the schools just up to code.

We are not talking about bells and
whistles here. We are not talking about
putting computers in the classrooms
here. We are not talking about cur-
tains. We are not even talking about
new paint jobs. We are talking about
taking care of the foundation, the elec-
trical wiring, the plumbing, the roof,
the windows, the basics, the floors.

There was a school in the southern
part of our country where the roof
caved in altogether, a few minutes
after the children had left the class-
room; a school in my State where the
track team had to use the prison be-
cause the gymnasium was so rotted
away. It is an outrage and a shame, and
we have an opportunity to address this
problem on a bipartisan basis this
morning.

The Senator from Minnesota has
been kind enough to wait here.

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoB-
ERTS). The Senator from Minnesota is
recognized.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me also thank Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN
for bringing this amendment to the
floor of the Senate. And I am very
proud to support her and be an original
cosponsor.

Mr. President, I am just going to
build on a few remarks that have been
made. There are 14 million children
learning in substandard schools; and 7
million children attending schools with
asbestos, lead paint, or radon in the
ceilings or walls.

Mr. President, this really is a scan-
dal. This is really unconscionable. And
this amendment goes to the heart of
the question of priorities. What this
amendment says is that rather than
continuing to spend the hundreds of
billions of dollars in a variety of dif-
ferent loopholes and deductions, bil-
lionaire tax breaks and all, transfer $5
billion over 5 years and put that into
investing to rebuild our schools that
are crumbling all across America.

I suggest to my colleague from Illi-
nois, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, or Sen-
ator DURBIN, that I really believe that
in many ways this is the priority vote.
I really do, because it is just too dear
a price to pay to refuse to go after
some of these loopholes and deduc-
tions, never mind the fact that behind
the loopholes and deductions are the
heavy hitters and the people who are
connected and the people who have the
clout.

This is all about who gets rep-
resented in the Senate. It is too dear a
price to pay to not ask for a little bit
of sacrifice over here and plug some of
these loopholes or deductions and not
make this investment.

As I look at this budget agreement
right now—I will be speaking about it
more this afternoon with an amend-
ment that I have on the floor of the
Senate; so I want to stay within the
framework of Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN’s amendment—I just ask the
question, where are the funds to re-
build schools that are crumbling all
across our Nation? There is not one
penny.

Where are the funds—we went
through this yesterday—to get health
care coverage to every child who lacks
it? We are still not willing to do that.

And I say that any budget that does
not provide at least some funds to
begin to rebuild some of the schools in
our country, schools that are crum-
bling all across the Nation, is hardly a
budget that represents a bridge to the
next century. This is not a budget that
represents a bridge to the next cen-
tury. Not one penny is invested in our
crumbling schools.

Mr. President, this is wrong. I wish
we could just do an instantaneous poll
and get the results in, because I know
that people in the country would say it
is wrong that 14 million children learn
in substandard schools, it is wrong that
12 million children go to school under
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leaky roofs, it is wrong that 7 million
children attend schools with asbestos,
lead paint.

How well could we do our jobs if we
were here and the toilets did not work
and the heating systems did not work
or the air-conditioning did not work,
and we were cold during the winter,
hot during the summer, if there was as-
bestos or lead paint, the ceilings and
the walls were decrepit?

It is not that way here. This is splen-
dor. And thank God that it is. This is
the Nation’s Capitol. Can't we have
some of this splendor for children in
America?

In all due respect, we are getting way
ahead of the curve with $35 billion that
goes to tax credits, deductions for col-
lege. I was a college teacher. Fine. But
we have to get our children to the
point where they are able to attend
higher education. That does not happen
unless we make this investment.

This is the amendment. Do we con-
tinue to just fork out lavish subsidies
to billionaires and large multinational
corporations that do not need them or
do we at least begin to make the in-
vestment in the schools that are crum-
bling all across this country?

This speaks to the very issue of jus-
tice and fairness. This is a critically
important amendment. I hope we will
pass it.

I thank the Senator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator from Minnesota for his elo-
quence and for his passion and support
as well.

To the Senator from Florida, Senator
GRAHAM, I yield—

Mr. GRAHAM. Five minutes.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you.

Mr. President, I appreciate this op-
portunity to rise on behalf of the
amendment that is being offered by our
distinguished colleague from Illinois.

Frankly, my own criticism of her
proposal is that I think it is too mod-
est in relationship to the challenge
that we face as a Nation. As she has
pointed out, our own General Account-
ing Office has indicated that there is a
need in this Nation to bring existing
schools up to a standard of basic safe-
ty, health, and educational adequacy of
over $100 billion. What is not included
in that number, Mr. President, is what
is required to build the new classrooms
for the exploding student population.

If I could use my own State as an ex-
ample, Mr. President. Last year we had
over 55,000 new students enrolled at the
public schools in the State of Florida.
That number will continue, in terms of
angle rate of growth, for the foresee-
able future.

Similar numbers are true in States
across America, as the baby boom pop-
ulation is now having babies and those
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babies are reaching school age. So we
have a crisis not only in terms of re-
building our older schools, but also in
assuring new schools in order to avoid
overcrowded classrooms.

If T could tell a personal story, my
own daughter was a kindergarten
teacher in Dade County, FL. Her last
vear teaching in a brand new elemen-
tary school she had 38 5-year-olds in
her kindergarten class. My daughter is
a wonderful teacher. I would defy any-
one to truly educate 38 5-year-olds in
one classroom.

I might say, she went on from that
experience. She was married, she
taught for a brief period in Virginia,
and now is a mother. In fact she is not
only a mother, she is a mother of tri-
plets. And so she said she was the only
mother of triplets who ended up with 35
fewer children to deal with.

Mr. President, that personal story
underscores what is happening in too
many classrooms to too many of our
yvoung Americans. And that is, that be-
cause we have fallen so woefully behind
in maintenance as well as new con-
struction, we are not providing the
educational facilities that students
need.

The question is asked, ‘“Well, that's a
State and local responsibility. Why are
you here in Washington talking about
this? You, a former State legislator, a
former Governor, you certainly under-
stand where the responsibility for edu-
cation lies.”” Absolutely.

I would defend the right and the im-
portance of maintaining our tradition
that States and local communities es-
pecially be responsible for those things
that happen inside the classroom, cur-
riculum, personnel policy, teacher rela-
tionships. But, Mr. President, there is
a role for the Federal Government in
the physical facilities of schools.

We have demonstrated this for a long
time in higher education. There is
probably not a major college or univer-
sity in America that cannot point to a
substantial number of its physical fa-
cilities having been built with totally
or in part Federal funds. We have rec-
ognized that distinction of concrete
and steel from what happens inside the
classroom and the appropriateness of a
Federal role in meeting those facilities
challenges.

If we are serious about the propo-
sition that the key to a competitive
America in the 21st century is going to
be how well our Americans are edu-
cated, and how well they will be able to
compete in the increasingly globalized
economy, certainly the Federal Gov-
ernment has a role in seeing that the
physical places in which that prepara-
tion is going to take place meet ac-
ceptable standards. They do not meet
those standards in too many commu-
nities in America today.

And we, Mr. President, are about to
exacerbate that situation. One of the
reasons that we have 55,000-plus new



May 22, 1997

students in the Florida public schools
is because of Federal immigration pol-
1Cy.

The Federal Government has adopted
policies which have resulted in tens of
thousands of young people who were
not born in the United States now
being in' the United States and being
educated in our public schools. I think
the Federal Government has a moral
responsibility to assist when it is the
precipitator of a significant amount of
the challenge that school districts face.

We are about to consider some sub-
stantial enhancements in the oppor-
tunity for young people to go to college
through credits and deductions toward
that tuition. Mr. President, that could
have a significant effect on college tui-
tion.

I have a letter from the Assistant
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury
which indicates that the estimate of
enrollment which will increase sub-
stantially in higher education as a re-
sult of the proposal for credits and de-
ductions for college tuition is between
120,000 and 1.4 million. So we are about
to consider a proposal which has the
potential not only of creating a sub-
stantial surge in additional enrollment
in higher education but would have a
spillover effect in terms of the number
of students and the kinds of edu-
cational opportunities that would be
expected, particularly within our sec-
ondary schools.

Mr. President, the Federal Govern-
ment has a second responsibility be-
cause we are a significant part of the
policies which are causing the demands
that are occurring on the physical fa-
cilities of our public schools.

Finally, one of the reasons that the
reports are as dire as the General Ac-
counting Office report states is so
many States and local school districts
are against the wall in their capacity
to finance the maintenance of their
schools and new construction. It has
not been people at the local level that
are indefinite, it is not that they are
blind to the problem, it is that they are
in many cases out of options as to how
to deal with the problem, either be-
cause of statutory or economic limita-
tions.

I believe there is an appropriate Fed-
eral role to be a partner, and I under-
score the word partner, with States and
local school districts in meeting their
school construction needs. This pro-
posal is a beginning toward that new
very important relationship.

I commend the Senator from Illinois
for her leadership in this matter. I
hope her voice will be heard by our col-
leagues. I can tell you it is being heard
out in America. They understand the
importance of this issue. They under-
stand the need to have Washington re-
spond in a meaningful and tangible
way. The question is whether we hear
those voices here in this Chamber.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allotted to the Senator from Florida
has expired.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. The Senator
from Florida raises a very good point
that I did not touch on but I think it is
important to mention and that is that
we at the national level do not even
pay for the Federal mandates. We are
not even paying or giving the States
and local governments the assistance
they need to pay for the things we have
told them to do.

Small wonder that the resources get
diverted, and so we wind up with crum-
bling roofs and classrooms that look
like this. Small wonder. We put this
burden on them, and now we are saying
in terms of what you need to do, we are
not going to help.

Well, I hope that is not the message
this morning. I hope that Republicans
and Democrats alike will come to-
gether on behalf of giving our children
a decent environment in which they
need to learn.

Less than 1 percent of this budget,
less than 1 percent goes to support ele-
mentary and secondary education. Less
than 1 percent. So we stand up and we
have education this, that, and the
other—the education Senator, the edu-
cation President, the education Gov-
ernors, the education mayors, and less
than 1 percent of this budget goes to
education. None goes to fix our crum-

bling schools unless we pass this
amendment.
(At the request of Ms. MOSELEY-

BRAUN, the following statement was or-
dered to be printed in the RECORD.)

e Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as the
Bible says, “To every thing there is a
season, a time to break down and a
time to build up.”

The unfortunate truth is that too
many of our Nation’'s schools have bro-
ken down. It is long past the time for
us to build our schools back up—lit-
erally.

You have heard my colleague from I1-
linois cite some of the details—$112 bil-
lion is needed across this country to re-
build, repair and renovate schools.
Some 14 million children attend school
daily in facilities that are unsafe and
inadequate. To put this in some per-
spective, this is almost five times the
population of the entire State of Iowa.

This as a national problem and needs
a national response. A Federal program
to assist needy communities in rebuild-
ing schools will not and should not cir-
cumvent the primary local and State
control of education. However, I firmly
believe the Federal Government needs
to become a better partner for States
and local communities with respect to
education, in general, and construction
of school facilities, in particular.

Senator MOSELY-BRAUN has done a
good job talking about the need nation-
ally. I want to take a few moments to
talk about the state of school facilities
in my State.
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Iowans take great pride in education.
Our State has a long tradition of plac-
ing a high value on education. In fact,
Iowa students often lead the Nation in
performance on national and even
international assessments. This is a
tribute to the teachers, families, school
boards, administrators, and State pol-
icymakers who have made education a
top priority for decades. I applaud the
commitment that Iowa has made to
education. However, we still have much
to do.

The General Accounting Office report
found that 79 percent of Iowa schools
report a need to repair or upgrade
buildings to bring them up to overall
good condition.

Like many of my colleagues, I fre-
quently visit schools in my State. I am
often struck by the fact that many
schools have not changed much since I
was a student. We won’t talk about
how long ago that was.

However, our homes, offices, shop-
ping centers, cars and just about every
thing else has changed radically. How-
ever, reinvestment and renovations
have not been made to our Nation's
schools. As a result, we are trying to
prepare our children for the 21st cen-
tury in facilities that hardly make the
grade in the last one. We can certainly
do better than that.

In 1994, Senator MOSELY-BRAUN se-
cured legislation to authorize funding
for school infrastructure. At that time,
1 served as chairman of the education
appropriations subcommittee and pro-
vided $100 million for new school infra-
structure. I was very disappointed
when that modest downpayment was
rescinded the following year.

A problem that was a critical need
then, has gotten even worse. In 1995,
Iowa State University conducted a
comprehensive survey about the condi-
tion of school buildings in the state
and estimated that $3.4 billion is need-
ed to repair and rebuild these facilities.
This survey was updated a few months
ago and the tab has risen to $4 billion.

This is a problem that gets worse by
the day and the impact on high quality
learning is significant. It is long past
time for the Federal Government to
step up to the plate and help remedy
this problem.

The amendment I am offering with
the Senator from Illinois is a very im-
portant response to this urgent na-
tional concern. We believe that chil-
dren in a nation as rich as ours should
not have to attend schools that look
more like they belong in the third
world. We implore our colleagues to
help us provide a modest sum to re-
build our crumbling schools.

Mr. President, I am fully aware that
many of my colleagues will say that
this problem is just too big for the Fed-
eral Government to handle. Our critics
will point out that the need is enor-
mous—3§112 billion and we are pro-
posing a $5 billion solution. However,
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this plan will generate $20 billion in
newschool construction. To provide
this additional funding we simply call
for closing additional tax loopholes.

Our amendment continues to build
on the positive aspects of this budget.
The underlying legislation increases
funding for activities related to edu-
cation and training by 13 percent over
the next 5 years by calling for ex-
panded access to Head Start and in-
creased funding for Pell grants. In ad-
dition, the budget makes changes to
the Tax Code to help Americans pay for
college by providing tuition tax credits
and deductions for postsecondary edu-
cation. These investments are vital to
the future of the United States and our
ability to remain competitive in the
international marketplace.

The problems facing school facilities
across our Nation are enormous and
will not be solved overnight. However,
as they say, Rome wasn't built in a
day. Further, if we had that attitude in
the 1950°s we would not have built the
Interstate Highway system or put a
man on the Moon in 1969. As we know,
every journey begins with one step.

This is a very important step for us
to take. One that will help provide
safe, sound learning environments for
millions of children. I urge my col-
leagues to support the amendment.e

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
today to support the amendment of-
fered by my colleague, Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN, to help rebuild our
Nation’s schools.

This amendment would ensure that
any budget agreement that we reach
will include funding for school con-
struction. I believe that we must en-
sure that we meet the needs of our
local communities to help them up-
grade the Nation’s schools.

I am an original cosponsor of S. 456,
the Partnership to Rebuild America's
Schools Act. This bill would provide $5
billion over 4 years to subsidize up to
50 percent of the interest or other fi-
nancing costs for school construction.

These funds would help States and lo-
calities leverage scarce resources to
help upgrade, repair, and build new
schools.

In my State of Maryland, school en-
rollment is at an all time high. Many
of the counties in Maryland like Prince
Georges and Montgomery are rapidly
expanding and the school districts are
struggling to keep pace.

1 hear from parents, students, and
teachers about the need to upgrade the
schools. Our children must be in envi-
ronments which are conducive to learn-
ing. Over one-third of the schools in
Maryland are in desperate need of re-

T.

Under S. 456, Maryland would receive
approximately $57.9 million in Federal
funds to support $231.6 million for
school construction. Baltimore public
schools would receive $31.4 million.

I believe that funding school con-
struction has to be a priority for our
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Nation. Children cannot learn in
schools with leaky roofs, poor ventila-
tion, crumbling walls, and other prob-
lems. This problem is especially acute
in rural areas and inner cities. Many of
these schools fail to meet even min-
imum local health and safety codes.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. Our Nation’s school chil-
dren deserve no less.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to rise in strong support of the
amendment offered by Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN to begin a vital under-
taking—the rebuilding of America’s
crumbling schools.

Mr. President, we all talk a good
game here about children. We say time
and time again that America’s children
are at the center of our efforts—be it
education, job training, or tax policy.
However, this amendment asks us to
support more than rhetoric, it asks us
to support the actual foundations of
our schools.

Unfortunately, our schools are in
desperate need of help in this area. In
the richest Nation in the world, we
have schools without adequate heat or
plumbing and leaky roofs. One-third of
all students in this country go to
school in buildings that are considered
inadequate, and 60 percent of American
students attend school in buildings
that are in need of repair. There are
schools just minutes from us here
today, where whole sections of the
school are unusable because they are
too dangerous for children to be in. Be-
vond basic repairs, schools are also
lacking electrical and telephone capa-
bilities necessary to install computers
in the classrooms.

These problems are everywhere, but
here are a few examples from my State.
Seventy-seven percent of Connecticut’s
schools report a need to upgrade or re-
pair on-site buildings to reach a good
overall condition. Sixty-eight percent
of schools report at least one unsatis-
factory environmental factor, 32 per-
cent inadequate roofs, 23 percent inad-
equate exterior walls or windows, and
29 percent inadequate electrical sys-
tems. One of the stated goals of our na-
tional education policy is to connect
every school in the country to the
Internet and teach every student to use
the Internet by the age of 12. Well, I
have heard from principals in my State
who can only dream of computers in
the classroom, and they simply hope to
obtain a few telephones with voice mail
capacity to improve communications
with parents.

Mr. President, this is a national trav-
esty. We expect children to be ready for
the 21st century, and we encourage
them to stay in school, go to college,
and work hard. But we are not keeping
up our side of the bargain. Schools
with no heat, plumbing that doesn't
work, windows that don’t open, and no
capacity for technology—these are
schools that fall short of anyone’s ex-
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pectations, particularly the expecta-
tions of our students.

The amendment we are debating here
today takes a modest step to begin to
address this serious challenge. The
General Accounting Office has esti-
mated that over $110 billion is needed
to repair our schools. This amendment
would dedicate an additional $5 billion
that would be significantly leveraged
at the State and local level to $20 bil-
lion to begin this task and lead the
way in this effort. I am pleased to be
an original cosponsor of this amend-
ment, and I urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting it.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
today to support the amendment of-
fered by my colleague, Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN. I want to thank her
for her tireless efforts to educate the
Senate and the American people about
the tremendous problems in our na-
tion's school facilities.

People talk about the role of the Fed-
eral Government in local school policy.
By championing this issue, Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN has pointed out quite
accurately that the Federal Govern-
ment does have a role in K-12 edu-
cation in this country. That role is not
in passing down curriculum or trying
to tell teachers how to teach. The role
is guaranteeing certain minimum
standards for health, safety, and qual-
ity—and that is what this proposal is
all about.

There are schools in our Nation that
are rundown, have falling plaster or
open holes in floors or ceilings, schools
with water leaks or no air-conditioning
in hot climates. There are schools, like
Lewis and Clark High School in Spo-
kane, WA, an 85-year-old urban high
school, that are badly in need of im-
provements. There are school districts
in places like the small town of Ray-
mond, WA, which the General Account-
ing Office has previously identified as
needing help with school construction
funding—which cannot renovate all
their schools due to local economic fac-
tors. This amendment could have as
much as a $40 million cumulative im-
pact on my State.

This amendment is absolutely crit-
ical to the students, parents, and fami-
lies in our country who think edu-
cation is of primary national priority.
How can we say that we truly care
about public education, when our
school rooms smell of mildew, or are
far too cold or hot or crowded? How
can we say that we care about students
learning that all Americans are equal
under law, if their track meet across
town is at a much nicer school?

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN showed a
cartoon on the Senate floor, in which
students were using computers to look
at other student’s much nicer school
buildings. This problem is symbolic.
Students in this country deserve de-
cent places to learn. We must make
sure that the Moseley-Braun school
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construction amendment is included in
this budget.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I will reserve the remainder of
my time. I understand that Senators
TORRICELLI and DURBIN will speak with
time yielded from the budget resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry. What hour are we supposed to
vote on the amendment of the Senator
from Illinois?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would observe that there is no
agreed upon time to vote. The Senator
from New Mexico has 9 minutes and 43
seconds, the Senator from Illinois has 5
minutes and 30 seconds, and the vote
will occur after that time expires pend-
ing any other agreements reached on
the Senate floor.

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
would very much appreciate it and I
will do the same for you if we could
keep the debate on amendments to a
minimum—not taking away the pre-
rogatives but not adding to the time. I
assume that you all could live with
that.

If you need, on this particular
amendment, an extra 5 minutes off the
bill—but after that we ought to try and
stick to a limited amount.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I agree, Senator
DoMENICI, that we have to start con-
straining time because the list is long
and unless we get after it we will not
have a chance for everybody to be
heard on the amendments that they
care about.

I suggest, however, we give 5 minutes
to the Senator from New Jersey and
after that, 5 minutes to the Senator
from Illinois, who has requested time,
as well, and we will try to button it up.
I know the sponsor of the amendment
has a few minutes that she will com=
plete.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time,
then, would the Senator desire?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. How much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois has 5 minutes and 30
seconds remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. So that means three
Senators with essentially 5 minutes
each, and then you are finished on your
side.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Five minutes
each from the resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. She will use hers off
of the bill. She has 5 minutes left.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will that be
enough time to finish your remarks,
the 5 minutes you have remaining?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes, it will.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Thank you, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first
of all, there is no precedent for Federal
involvement in the construction of ele-
mentary and secondary institutions ex-
cept the Education Infrastructure Act
of 1994.

It has an interesting history. The
program had a total appropriation of
$100 million and that was rescinded in
1995, no funding was provided in 1996,
and no funding was requested by the
President of the United States in his
1997 budget. No funding was provided in
1997. In fact, it is very interesting, the
President, in his fiscal year 1996 De-
partment of Education budget said the
following: ‘*The construction and ren-
ovation of school facilities has tradi-
tionally been the responsibility of
State and local governments financed
primarily by local taxpayers. We are
opposed to the creation of a new Fed-
eral grant program for school construc-
tion.”” That was the President of the
United States speaking not too long
ago.

The justification for this initiative is
a 1995 GAO report which was based on
a national sample of schools and school
officials who were surveyed about con-
struction and renovation needs. These
schools estimated the Nation needed
about $112 billion to repair and upgrade
America’s schools. The GAO concluded
that if that is the case, if that is their
conclusion, I say this money will not
even make a ripple of positive effect on
the horizon on the difficulties that are
out there.

Scarce resources would be better
spent on clear-cut Federal priorities,
clear-cut education priorities, clear-
cut issues like children with disabil-
ities. This budget resolution assumes
$5 billion increase for special education
and for programs which there is a very
clear Federal role.

Now, from what I understand of this
amendment, the amendment would be
paid for by, once again, reducing the
level of net tax reductions allowable
for the American people. It seems to
me that every time we turn around
somebody wants to say, “We want to
give the American people less of a tax
cut.”” We have this great need for some-
thing so we will just take it out of the
tax-cut package that was going to
Americans, including a $500 child care
credit to American families who are
raising children and having a difficult
time getting them through school.

So when the time is up, while I laud
my colleague for her efforts here on the
floor, I will move to table this amend-
ment. I hope there would be broad sup-
port to go along with the conclusions
which the President of the United
States so brilliantly stated in 1996
when he said that the Federal Govern-
ment should not be involved in the con-
struction and repair of public school fa-
cilities, that that was the responsi-
bility of local government. I para-
phrase, but nonetheless I do state accu-
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rately what the President of the United
States thought just about 18 months
ago.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank my col-
league for yielding me the time.

Mr. President, in my brief tenure in
this institution I have never felt more
motivated on an individual amendment
and in addressing a higher national pri-
ority than endorsing and speaking
today on the amendment of CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN regarding school fi-
nance. She has made an enormous con-
tribution to this institution.

Mr. President, like every Member of
this Senate, I share the priority of bal-
ancing the Federal budget. It is due, it
is required, and it is essential.

We do no service to the country, how-
ever, if in our desire to balance the
Federal budget we also lose sight of all
other Federal priorities. Balancing the
Federal budget is important, but it is
not the only business of this country.
It is noteworthy that the principle con-
tribution in reducing the Federal debt
in recent years has come from neither
reducing spending nor raising taxes. It
is the unmistakable result of a grow-
ing, expanding economy.

The amendment before the Senate is
relevant and not an obstacle to reduc-
ing the debt of the U.S. Government
because education is the foundation of
an expanding economy. My goal is not
simply to see us balance the Federal
budget for the next few years but for
the next generation. That is
unachievable in a Nation with a $100
billion inventory of crumbling schools,
schools which cannot teach modern
technology, where children cannot
even sit safely in a classroom.

The GAO has reported that 14 million
of our own children are in schools with
extensive need of repair or requiring
total replacement. Half of our schools
are unable to take advantage of the
latest technology because of inad-
equate wiring. Mr. President, 74 per-
cent have outlived their usefulness.

Recently, I toured some of the most
troubled schools of my own State of
New Jersey. In Perth Amboy, Newark,
Jersey City, and Paterson, I saw stu-
dents sitting in classrooms trying to
learn the latest of mathematics and
science with buckets next to their desk
to collect the rain, classrooms that
were being held in school corridors be-
cause science classes were not safe,
gymnasiums used for lecture halls be-
cause of inadequate space.

It may be that what we do today in-
volving the Federal Government and
the rebuilding of our schools is a prece-
dent. So be it. There was a time when
the Federal Government had no role in
the building of roads. It was local.
Then we built a national economy.
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There was a time the Federal Govern-
ment was not involved in transpor-
tation. Then we saw the need for ex-
panded interstate commerce.

Today there can be no misstating
that this country will go no further
and no farther in the education of our
children and their preparation for the
future.

I respect my colleagues who may
have a different view. But I would ask
this: If you believe that this is not a
crisis, that there is no Federal role,
and that we can build a modern econ-
omy, pay our bills and balance our
budget into the future without rebuild-
ing these schools, come to New York,
Los Angeles, Chicago, Newark, or Cam-
den and stand in those schools. Look
those children in the eyes. Tell them
they have a future and they can play a
role in expanding the American econ-
omy competitive with other students
around the world without rebuilding
these schools. Tell them and convince
yourselves that there is a strong and
stable American economy without this
effort.

Mr. President, only a few months ago
the President of the United States
came to this Congress with a single
new domestic initiative. He too recog-
nized that we live in times of limits.
The budget must be balanced. He pro-
vided the leadership that got us to this
day in sight of a balanced budget. But
his single new initiative, his single
promise to this country for the next
vear, was the rebuilding of these
schools.

There is a $5 billion program rep-
resented today by the Senator from Il-
linois that will allow $20 billion worth
of construction across America by re-
ducing the local costs of borrowing; $20
billion will not solve the problem with
a $100 billion inventory. But it is a real
contribution. It is a real beginning by
having this country address this ex-
traordinary and deep problem.

Mr. President, I, too, support the tax
cut provisions of the balanced budget
plan. I do not want to see it lessened or
diminished in any way. That is why it
is significant.

The provisions by the Senator from
Illinois will allow the Finance Com-
mittee to either eliminate some tax
loopholes or provisions of corporate
welfare to compensate so that we can
reach a balanced budget and keep the
current tax reduction plan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has spoken for 5 minutes. The
time allotted to the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Thank you, very
much. I urge support for CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN's amendment.

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] is rec-
ognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to myself to speak in behalf of
the Moseley-Braun amendment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, yester-
day we had a vote that was very impor-
tant about health care for children. I
thought it was a watershed vote, be-
cause it is an issue which very few
American families would quarrel with.
Children were mnot insured. They
weren’t receiving adequate health care.
A suggestion was made by Senators
HATCcH and KENNEDY that we have a bi-
partisan response and raise the ciga-
rette tax, take the money and ensure
the children. We lost. We called it for a
vote and we lost. Health care for chil-
dren failed yesterday.

So we start this morning with an-
other challenge. If you won't provide
health care for children, how about
education? Let's test that question be-
fore the U.S. Senate. Have we provided
in this great Nation the resources for
education for our children?

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN of Illinois
brings that challenge to the floor this
morning. She says to the U.S. Senate,
let’s test this theory. If we are com-
mitted as a nation to education, are we
committed enough to cut tax loopholes
that some of wealthiest Americans
enjoy, take the money and put it into
building our crumbling schools? She is
not talking about carpeting schools in
America. Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN is
not talking about air conditioning for
every school in America. She is talking
about the basics: safety in the schools
and a learning environment so that our
children can walk into a clean class-
room, heated in the winter, cool in the
hot days of summer, and have the abil-
ity to learn.

If you go to your State, whatever it
is, and look around, you know what
you are going to find. The Government
is spending money today for that very
type of room: A clean, comfortable
room for young people. Is it a class-
room? No. It is a prison cell. It is a ju-
venile detention center. We are build-
ing them in Illinois at a record pace.
And I will bet you that in every State
of the country you will find the same is
true.

As juvenile crime increases, we are
building more boot camps, more deten-
tion centers and more prisons. If you
visit them, many of them are not luxu-
rious. But they are a heck of a lot bet-
ter than the school building just a few
blocks away.

Should we have clean and adequate
facilities for the detention of young
people? Of course. But think about it
for a second. We drive past a high
school that is falling down, a junior
high school that is totally inadequate,
an elementary school where they don’t
have heating, where the windows are
busted out and the ceilings are falling
down, and, a few blocks beyond that,
see a detention center all brand new
and shiny and modern. What is the les-
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son there for the children, or for us as
taxpayers? Where is the priority?
Wouldn't we say that we would have at
least as high a priority in providing a
school building that is good for chil-
dren? That is what Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN has proposed.

Let me add another element that is
very important as far as I am con-
cerned. In the old days, a school build-
ing opened up at 7:30 or 8 o'clock in the
morning and closed up at 2:30 or 3 in
the afternoon, and that was it. Kids
went home to mom and dad in the
*‘Ozzie and Harriet’ setting of cookies
and milk, or ““The Partridge Family,”
whatever, you name it—good, old
American values. That isn't what the
American family looks like today.
Those kids coming home at 2:30 or 3 in
the afternoon are lucky to find any-
body at home. The parent or parents
are usually out working. And they sit
around for 2 or 3 hours waiting for an
adult to show up. Their choices in life
at that point are television or trouble.
Sad choices.

So we are expanding the concept of
schools beyond just learning, to be
community centers so that at the end
of the ordinary schoolday the kids stay
there in a safe learning environment.
They would stay there until the par-
ents were home in the evening, and
they would have a positive experience.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DURBIN. If we are going to use
our schools so that kids have a better
chance in life, don't we want them to
be decent, safe buildings? Honest to
goodness, if we fail, if these kids go out
in the street, get in trouble at the
malls, or wherever it happens to be,
and get arrested, they are going to
head off to a public facility that is bet-
ter than the school they left. Does that
make sense? What does it say about
America?

So, today, we are going to test a new
premise. If we cannot afford, as Amer-
ica, health care for children, which we
voted yesterday, we will have a chance
today on Senator CAROL MOSELEY-
BRAUN’s amendment to see whether or
not we can afford adequate schools for
our children.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time—hopefully, within the ap-
propriated time by the Chair?

The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. How much
time remains on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes and 30 seconds re-
maining.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I reserve my
time until 5 minutes of 11.

Is the vote scheduled to start at 11
o’clock?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would observe that the Senator
does not have a right to specify the
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time in regard to 5 minutes and 30 sec-
onds. The time will run equally be-
tween the two managers of the bill.
But the Senator from Illinois does have
5 minutes and 30 seconds remaining on
her time.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I reserve the
remainder of my time, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
will count equally between the man-
agers of the bill.

Who yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. I would like to know
why the Senator wants to do this. This
is not the normal way. She has to get
consent from the Senate. Her time is
running right now. As soon as I sit
down, it is running. I don't understand.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I yielded the
floor. And my time is not running if I
yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. I wanted to ask, why
does the Senator want to break up the
time? We don’t break up time. People
use their hour. I am asking. It isn't
normal.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. At the out-
set, I ask: Is this conversation on my
time or not?

Mr. DOMENICI.
speak on my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is being utilized by the Senator from
New Mexico.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I say to the
Senator from New Mexico that I would
just as soon have a slot at the close of
the debate. Is my understanding that
the vote was scheduled at 11 o’clock? If
we can use the intervening time—you
have not. No? I would like at the mo-
ment to consult with the Senator from
New Mexico, because it is my under-
standing the vote was scheduled for 11.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am so sorry. We
had a misunderstanding. There is no
time set. So we will vote as soon as the
time of the Senator from Illinois has
been used.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is won-
derful. Then I would like to do that.

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator would
let us to do something for about 2 min-
utes, then we will get back to her and
the Senator can use her time, I will use
mine, and then I will move to table.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. And then we
will vote. Thank you very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

AMENDMENT NO. 3556

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, last
night Senator BOXER introduced an
amendment. We agreed that we would
accept that amendment without a roll-
call vote.

I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent that the Moseley-Braun amend-
ment be set aside temporarily while we
move back to the Boxer amendment, at
which time Senator DURBIN would like
to speak for a couple of minutes, and
then we will accept it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Let the Senator
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The question pending is Boxer
amendment No. 355.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I am
happy to sponsor this amendment with
Senator BOXER. I am happy that the
chairman of the committee has agreed
to accept the amendment and make it
part of this budget resolution. I would
like to speak for a very brief period
about this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 355, and that Senator
KENNEDY be added as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. This amendment, so it
is understood by the membership, is
very straightforward. I can read it in
two sentences and describe it as well
with these words.

“*A substantial majority of the tax
cut benefits provided in the tax rec-
onciliation bill""—which is a part of
this agreement—*‘will go to middle-
class working families earning less
than approximately $100,000 per year,
and the tax cuts in the tax reconcili-
ation bill will not cause revenue losses
to increase significantly in years after
2007.”

Senator BOXER and I are trying to es-
tablish as basic principles that the tax
cut package that will emerge from this
budget agreement will do one thing and
avoid another. The thing that it will do
is to gear more than a majority—a sub-
stantial majority—of the benefits to
middle-income families. We think, if
this ends up becoming a tax cut for
wealthy people, that it is not in the
best interests of sparking this economy
and helping working families cope with
the expenses of life that they face
every day.

Second, we want to make certain in
this resolution that we make it clear
that any tax cut package will be meas-
ured not only to the year 2002, when we
hope the budget will be in balance, and
5 years beyond to 2007. We have great
fear and concern by reports that have
come out recently from the Center for
Budget and Policy Priorities that some
of the tax cut provisions that are being
debated will literally explode in cost in
the outyears, causing great dislocation
in terms of the Federal budget and a
great burden to Federal taxpayers.

Let us make sure these tax cuts are
affordable and they are targeted to
families that need them. Then, I think
we can say to the American people that
we have not only balanced the budget,
but we have given you a tax cut that is
responsible for the future of our econ-
omy.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield any time that
I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the Boxer amendment
is agreed to.
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The amendment (No. 355) was agreed
to.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 1
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COATS. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 336

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
are going to return quickly to Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN for her wrap-up. I have
a couple of minutes, then we are going
to ask Senator WARNER—we are noti-
fying him now—if he would be ready
for his highway bill. That would occur
after the vote. Obviously, if the motion
to table is not agreed to, then Senator
WARNER will have a little more of a
wait. But, other than that, that is the
sequence we have asked for.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question recurs on amendment 336.

The Senator from Illinois has 5 min-
utes remaining on her time and is rec-
ognized.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to respond at the
outset to my friend, the Senator from
New Mexico, who says this is the first
time we have ever been involved in try-
ing to repair our Nation’s schools, that
it is a new initiative, that we have
never done this before. In fact, between
1933 and 1939, the Federal Government
aided 70 percent of all new school con-
struction. Mr. President, a lot of our
children are attending those very same
schools.

In fact, in America today, 74 percent
of the schools are over 25 years old and
a third of the schools are over 50 years
old. So there is no question that if you
do not repair a 50-year-old building, it
is going to begin to look like this. This
is one of the reasons why we have the
troubled-school phenomenon.

The second issue that has been raised
has to do with the contributions of
State and local governments. Again, I
would point out this is not looking to
take over anything. We just want to
have a partnership to help State and
local governments meet the $112 billion
amount it is going to take to repair
their crumbling schools.

The President did, in fact, support
this in his State of the Union Address.
He said our children cannot raise them-
selves up in schools that are literally
falling down around them. Similarly,
the Department of Education has a
long letter talking about the
leveraging and the financing assistance
that we will give the States should this
amendment be approved.

But let me say to my colleague, in
the final analysis, really, this modest
contribution is not about setting a
precedent. It is about whether or not
we will allow for elementary and sec-
ondary education to get up to 1 percent
of our total budget we are voting on
here to help begin to tackle 112 billion
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dollars’ worth of rot in our schools. We
are asking that it come out of the tax
breaks that we are giving in this budg-
et, in some instances to the very
wealthy.

I thought it was kind of ironic; in
yvesterday’'s New York Times there was
a headline talking about ‘“‘Tax Breaks
Costly for Schools in Cleveland.” I
want to point out that tax breaks are
going to be costly for schools all over
America because we are giving tax
breaks at a time when we are saying
we do not have the wherewithal to pro-
vide a modest amount to help States
and help local communities meet the
challenge of repairing their crumbling
schools.

I hope that on both sides of this
Chamber, Republicans and Democrats
alike will send a message that we are
willing to help, we are willing to help
States and local communities provide
an environment that is suitable for
learning by our children. They are,
after all, the children of all. They are
America’s children. Just as the genera-
tion before us stepped up to build new
schools and provide environments for
learning for our time, I believe our gen-
eration has an obligation to step up to
the plate to assist in meeting this $112
billion challenge and help rebuild the
crumbling schools which we ask our
children to attend.

I have already made the point it is a
national issue. It is in every kind of
community—urban, suburban and
rural. It is all over America. Mr. Presi-
dent, $5 billion is just a contribution, a
contribution to the States and local
governments so they can borrow the
money they need to meet what is a na-
tional challenge.

Senator DURBIN actually hit the nail
on the head when he made the analogy
to our roads. If we just built roads
based on what a local community could
do, you could not get from one end of
this great Nation to the other. But we
cooperate and collaborate with each
other to build a highway system so
that we can have transportation that
serves our national interests.

Mr. President, crumbling schools are
not in our national interest. Crumbling
schools hurt our country. Crumbling
schools hurt our children. If we are
going to give our country the ability to
be competitive in this global economy,
if we are going to give our children the
capacity to command information
technologies that are so much a part of
their time, we cannot expect them to
learn in environments like this.

We can make this modest contribu-
tion, recognizing that it is an appro-
priate Federal role to provide this kind
of support and help. I hope that when
this vote happens, we do have bipar-
tisan support; that this does not be-
come a matter of Republicans saying
they are not willing to provide this as-
sistance to State and local govern-
ments to help provide children, our
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children, with an environment suitable
for their education. I hope my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
will see that this is something we can
do within the context of this budget;
that we can do this without causing
harm to anyone. We ought to be able to
close a few tax loopholes so we can pro-
vide modest support for our children
and for State and local government ef-
forts to repair our crumbling schools.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. I
yield 4 minutes to Senator NICKLES of
Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, with
great respect for my colleague from Il-
linois, I urge our colleagues to vote no
on this amendment.

This amendment basically says, tax-
payers, you pay $5 billion more in taxes
and now we are going to have a new
Federal program designed to build new
schools or to renovate schools.

Is that really a Federal responsi-
bility? I do not think so. We already
have the Federal Government involved
in education in many areas; as a mat-
ter of fact, a lot more than I was quite
aware of. I asked my staff to find out,
and they told me. I heard originally
the House said there were 760 pro-
grams. We find out now there are 788
programs. I asked my staff, how much
does it cost? And they said about $100
billion, and I sent them an E-mail and
said, *That can’t be right.”

It is right. I will insert it into the
RECORD. It is $96.8 billion that we spend
on these 788 programs. We have a little
program for construction. The total
cost of it is $627 million, I might men-
tion. I am going to guess that is for
military schools and Indian schools,
and so on. But this says, well, let us
have a $5 billion education building
program, a new program, one that
would have to comply with Federal
rules, like Davis-Bacon. In other words,
if a school is going to be built in South
Dakota—they may have to build a new
school in South Dakota because of the
floods—they would have to build ac-
cording to Federal rules, and that in-
cludes Davis-Bacon. That means the
Federal Government is going to deter-
mine what the wage rates are. In all
likelihood the wage rates might be 30
percent more than they are in South
Dakota. So you get a lot less school
built for the same amount of money.

My point is that this really is not a
Federal responsibility, and $5 billion
cannot come close to scratching the
surface of the need. I do not doubt that
you could have a lot of pictures of di-
lapidated school buildings. Is that real-
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ly the Federal Government’s responsi-
bility? I do not think it is. Even if we
had a surplus, I do not think that is a
Federal Government responsibility.

How in the world could we in Wash-
ington, DC, decide which State, which
school, which local area should have
their schools fixed or renovated? If we
made this available, I could see just for
the District of Columbia or just for any
State—New Mexico, Oklahoma, Illi-
nois, any State—a lot of schools. A lot
of cities have real needs. Are we going
to be the superintendent? Are we going
to be deciding who should get the ren-
ovation and who should not? We will
not come close; 85 billion would not
scratch the surface. I am sure $5 billion
ecould not take care of all the public
school needs in the State of Illinois or
in the State of New York.

So, my point being this is not a Fed-
eral responsibility. It is not a Federal
obligation, and I think it would be a se-
rious mistake for us to start down this
line of new spending which would have
an ever-growing demand that we would
never be able to fill, so I urge my col-
leagues to vote no on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 45 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could I just make an
announcement off the bill because I
want to discuss something with the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. A short while ago,
when the Senator wanted to reserve
the time until 11, I said there is no
agreement to vote at 11, and there is
none. But I have understood now that
the Republican leadership had agreed
with the Democratic leadership that
because of a conflict on the other side
we would not vote until 11. So we have
about 3 minutes of a hiatus here. I was
speaking what I knew and the Senator
was speaking about something she had
understood, and I apologize for what-
ever discomfort I might have caused.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Senator from New Mexico. It is very
nice of him to mention that, but I was
prepared to take his word that he knew
what the agreement would be.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
I will use time off the amendment
which I understand is just a couple
minutes. I want to quote—yes, Senator
NICKLES.

Mr. NICKLES. I ask unanimous con-
sent a couple of charts be inserted in
the RECORD accompanying my state-
ment.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Reserving
the right to object, charts having to do
with this issue?
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Mr. NICKLES. I am going to insert a
couple documents in conjunction with
my statement.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I think that
is inappropriate if we have not seen
them. I think it is appropriate for us to
see them, and obviously, then, there
would not be an objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
BuUrNS). The Chair asks that the Sen-
ators address the Chair.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield further, I would like
to ask unanimous-consent three pieces
of paper, a chart showing the 788 Fed-
eral school programs, and the $98.1 bil-
lion that we currently spend on edu-
cational programs, be inserted in the
RECORD accompanying my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. No objec-
tion.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS BY CATEGORY

Number of

Category programs Funding
ConSOORIn .o b 9 $627,096,000
Education R | 14 841,534,000
General Educati 684,250,50
K12 181 25,920,623 342
Libraries 249,869, 10
OMB 142 33 577,929,000
Professional Development/Teacher Training 60 731,528,342
POSTSROORAREY - iioisiimiicissisnmensinstins 259 44.765,196,759
Preschool 17 5770,992,000
Research 27 1711,255000
SOCHIE SEIVICRS ...oerveconssesmsrisomissrassismessassssns 42 5,790,978,287
Trainin 79 817837243
Set Assies R i S S 6 19,719,038,
TOMAL e ssessscnes 788 96,869,343 420
DEPARTMENTS, PROGRAMS AND FUNDING
t Number of
Department prOgrams Federal funding
Appalachian Regional Commission ............ 2 $2,000,000
Bary Goldwater Scholarship Program ......... 1 2,900,000
Christopher Columbus Fslkmsl‘un ngram 1 0
Corporation for National Service 11 501,130,000
Department of Education 307 59,045,043938
Department of Commerce 20 156,455,000
Department of Defense . 15 2815320854
Department of Energy 22 36,700,000
Department of Health and Human Services 172 8.661,006,166
DenarlTent of Housing and Urban Develop- ¥i80
Depart of Interior 2 555,565,000
D of Justice 21 755,447,149
Dwarlmem of the Treasury ... 1 11,000,000
P of Labor 21 5474,039,000
Department of T 19 121,672,000
Department of Veterans’ Affairs . 6 1436,074.000
Environmental Protection Aeenq 4 11,103,800
Federal Emergency Management Adminis-
tration 6 118,512,000
General Services Mmmlmm 1 0
Government Printin hnf ) 24,756,000
Harry Truman Scholarship Foundat 1 3,187,000
lames Madison Memorial Fellowship Pro-
1 2,000,000
lerar:lI of Congress . o -] 194,822,103
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion 12 153300000
National Archives ... 2 5,000,000
National Institute for 1 4,491,000
National Council on Disability . 1 200,000
National Endowment for the ArtsMuman-
ities 13 103,219,000
National Science Foundation . 15 2,939,230,000
Nuclear Regulatm‘ Gmnmissm 3 6,944,000
National Gallery of 1 750,000
Office of Personnel Isnaeemuﬂ 1 0
Small Business Administration 2 73,540,000
Smithsonian ................. 14 3,276,000
%{:Ih&:{m Administration . } SEJM.DDg
United States Information Agency 8 125,558,000
United States Institute for Peace ...... 4 3,371,000
United States Department of Agriculture ... 33 13339630410
LS. Agency for Intemational Development .. 1 14,600,000
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DEPARTMENTS, PROGRAMS AND FUNDING—Continued

Number of
programs

788 96,869,343 420

Department Federal funding

Mr. DOMENICI. Did you get that re-
solved, Mr. President?

Mr. President, I just want to end this
debate by saying that the President’s
thinking in 1996 was much better than
his thinking in 1997, because in 1996 in
submitting his budget, the President
made the following statement:

The construction and renovation of school
facilities has traditionally been the responsi-
bility of State and local governments fi-
nanced primarily by local taxpayers. We are
opposed—

Continues the President in 1996—
to the creation of a new Federal grant pro-
gram for school construction.

Now, I understand the President has
the right to change his mind in 12
months, but I submit his thinking was
much, much better in 1996.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I only have 30 sec-
onds remaining.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Is it not a
fact that that statement was associ-
ated with the rescissions of the appro-
priation for a grant program, whereas
this amendment relates to a leveraging
approach to give States and school dis-
tricts assistance—different approaches
to the issue?

Mr. DOMENICI. It is obvious that it
is about a different program, but I am
merely mentioning that the President
was firm of mind in 1996 when he quite
appropriately said that this is not a re-
sponsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment, and I just gquoted the President.
Now, he has a right to change his mind
about another way to help build
schools, but I submit that we also
should share with the American people
that that change occurred over a 12-
month period and, frankly, I believe we
ought to agree with the President in
1996, not the President in 1997.

Now, having said that, has my time
been used up?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority managers’ time is 50 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. Since we have until
11 to vote and time is finished on this
amendment, my colleague from New
Mexico desires to speak, if Senator
LAUTENBERG would concur, for the re-
mainder of the time until 11 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
that I be permitted to speak for up to
4 minutes, if that is possible, the time
yielded off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, dur-
ing my tenure in the Senate, I have
long been concerned about our Nation’s
economic fundamentals and long-term
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competitive and economic vitality.
During the 1980's, budget deficits
roared upward as both spending in-
creased and major tax cuts were en-
acted. As Senator HOLLINGS mentioned
here last night, it can be an intoxi-
cating combination to slash taxes for
constituents while pumping up spend-
ing. This is what we did in those years.
In a way, we just stole from the future,
from our childrens’ future and from the
strength of the economy that they will
live in.

Fortunately in 1993, we turned this
trend around. Since passage of the 1993
budget, our Nation has shaved $2.5 tril-
lion off of our budget deficit. This is a
stunning turnaround for our country,
and we are on the verge of achieving
the kind of balance and fiscal responsi-
bility . that I have been fighting for
these many years. If the truth be told,
this balanced budget resolution, which
we are debating now, is rather modest
and only cuts another $207 billion off
during the next 5 years. This is a tenth
of what we accomplished in 1993. How-
ever, this resolution is wvastly better
than the draconian and unfair budget
package the Republican majority tried
to pass in 1995.

Our fiscal prudence has brought down
interest rates, helped increase invest-
ment and business activity, and in-
creased our employment levels dra-
matically. Continuing this trend
makes sense for our Nation and makes
sense for New Mexico.

Balancing the budget is an important
component of fiscal health—but we
would be making a great mistake—to
think that this solves all of our eco-
nomic problems. We need to know the
details of the tax framework, which we
will soon debate, to fully understand
how this budget will impact the lives
and quality of life of our citizens. New
Mexico is still trailing much of the Na-
tion, and has a long way to go before
my State will share as it should in the
growth of this economy. New Mexicans
have the lowest level of pension cov-
erage in the Nation; the lowest level of
health care coverage; the highest pov-
erty rate in the Nation and the only
State in the Nation to worsen its pov-
erty level during the last 2 years; we
also have the highest unemployment
levels west of the Mississippi.

New Mexico is not expecting large
hand-outs to improve its situation—
but we need to be sure that the budget
framework we are debating here—and
the follow-on tax bill, which represents
the small print at the bottom of the
contract—impacts New Mexico fairly
in relation to other parts of the Na-
tion. I want to make sure that we in-
vest in education, which provides the
best chance for the people of my State
to get ahead. And I want to make sure
that any tax cuts we provide are re-
sponsible, equitable, and reward the
hard working families in New Mexico
and across the country.
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While I support this budget, we need
to be honest about the fact that this
budget does not deal with the looming
challenge of increased Social Security
and Medicare entitlement spending
caused by the aging of the Baby Boom
generation. Also, we are not incor-
porating any structural changes in our
defense spending. In fact, it is hardly
reflected in this budget that the Soviet
Union has dissolved and that strategic
threats to our Nation have dramati-
cally decreased. Our defense strategy
seems to be primarily the product of
inertia.

Although the details of the accom-
panying tax bills are not yet clear,
there are some items that concern me
greatly. First, I am concerned that the
$500 per child tax credit is not clearly
specified as refundable. If this is not re-
fundable, it means that low-income
working families in New Mexico will
not significantly benefit from this pro-
vision and will largely help those who
are already better off in our society; 45
percent of the tax filers in New Mexico
have adjusted gross incomes below
$15,000; 70 percent have income levels
below $30,000. This means that the ma-
jority of those in my State—and prob-
ably others—will not benefit much
from this per child tax credit unless we
make this credit refundable.

In the areas of capital gains relief,
inheritance tax exclusions, and IRA
tax cuts, I see something very dan-
gerous brewing that we must not allow
to happen. While I don't want to see
Medicare cuts made just to put money
in the pockets of the wealthy, I can
support reasonable tax cuts—as long as
they do not come at the expense of
achieving real balance in our budget or
at the expense of improving our schools
or environment. But in this deal, $85
billion in cuts is pledged during the
first 5 years of the agreement—and
nearly double that amount, $165 bil-
lion, is pledged in the following 5 years,
2003-7. Given that the tax cuts are
priced at $42 billion in the 10th year of
this program-—and are increasing at a
rate of $§5 billion a year during the last
3 years—we can logically anticipate
tax cuts in the vicinity of $500 billion
or more, or over half a trillion dollars,
during the next 10 years 2008-17.

What is alarming about this is that if
the numbers I just cited are believable,
then all of this celebration on bal-
ancing the budget could be premature.
The effect of a tax package with these
characteristics would be to reduce
taxes on well-off Americans by half a
trillion dollars, while leaving middle
and lower income working Americans
with very little relief. A half trillion
dollar reduction in our Federal reve-
nues could throw our budget again into
substantial deficit. And just at the
time that we have discovered that we
are once again living beyond our
means, then the crushing entitlement
costs of retiring Baby Boomers will hit
us.
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I hope we can develop a tax bill that
will avoid this result—and I am con-
fident that this budget resolution can
be complied with in a fiscally respon-
sible manner.

EDUCATION

As others have said before me, this
budget resolution and the balanced
budget agreement should be applauded
for including many key education pro-
grams, including provisions such as in-
creases in Pell grants to $3,000 per stu-
dent, a new $35 billion program to help
more students attend college, and sub-
stantial increases in funding for edu-
cation technology, Goals 2000 grants to
States, and other programs to help im-
prove elementary and secondary edu-
cation. .

Despite these important elements,
however, I believe there are at least
two key remaining issues we should ad-
dress if we hope to make this resolu-
tion a blueprint for a more effective
system of public education.

The first of these education issues is
school construction. Our schools’ need
for funding for school repair and con-
struction is perhaps the most obvious
and compelling need that is ignored in
this resolution.

With a student population that is 47
percent rural and a significant portion
of the Nation's BIA schools, New Mex-
ico is facing a school construction
problem that exceeds that of many
other States. Over 90 percent of New
Mexico’s schools need to upgrade or re-
pair onsite buildings; 44 percent of dis-
tricts report having at least one build-
ing in need of serious repair or replace-
ment. And as one of the fastest-grow-
ing States in the Nation, over 70 per-
cent of our high school students are
forced to attend schools that are as
large or larger than the 900-student
maximum at which student achieve-
ment begins to deteriorate.

‘For this reason, I am an original co-
sponsor of the Moseley-Braun amend-
ment to restore $5 billion in funding to
help local school construction efforts.

A second educational issue we need
to address is rigorous standards for stu-
dents receiving tuition tax deductions.
Now that the President and the leader-
ship have agreed on the need to develop
a new $35 billion program to help more
students go on to college, it will be es-
sential to ensure that these students
are prepared to succeed once they ar-
rive.

For the proposed $10,000 tax deduc-
tion, we need to find uniform and rig-
orous measures of academic prepared-
ness to ensure that these funds are
being used effectively.

A clear measure of academic prepara-
tion is necessary because it is increas-
ingly clear that fewer and fewer of
those enrolling are receiving adequate
preparation to meet the challenge of
college-level work. And as a result,
more and more students are dropping
out, taking remedial courses, or strug-
gling academically.
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However, linking eligibility for these
tax benefits to a student’s grade point
average—whether it be in college or in
high school—ignores the fact that
grades are not a sufficiently uniform or
rigorous measure, given the decentral-
ized nature of our schools and colleges.

We need to consider more uniform
measures, including widely used exami-
nations and adaptations of other as-
sessments for high school students that
may be available. Without taking rea-
sonable steps to ensure the academic
readiness of students, this new invest-
ment to encourage more students to
attend college could be a cruel and ex-
pensive hoax.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues to address this issue when
the tax bill is being considered later
this year.

Mr. President, I will support passage
of this budget resolution and am glad
that we are finally closing in on a bal-
anced budget and the kind of fiscal re-
sponsibility that benefits our Nation
and our people. But I support this reso-
lution somewhat concerned about the
implementing language. If we are not
careful, we could adopt Ilegislation
which institutionalizes a disparity be-
tween what we raise and what we
spend.

I pledge my best effort to see that
the end result of all these efforts is of
benefit to working families in my
State and it is the hope that we will ar-
rive at such an end result that causes
me to vote ‘‘Aye’ on the resolution.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
thank the managers for the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to table the pending amendment.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? .

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs now on the motion to
table the amendment (No. 336) offered
by the Senator from Illinois. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] is nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HARKIN] would vote “‘nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced, yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 79 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Abraham Asheroft Bond
Allard Bennett Breaunx
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Brownback Grams McConnell
Burns Grassley Murkowski
Chafee Gregg Nickles
Cleland Hagel Roberts
Coats Hatch Roth
Cochran Helms
Collins Hutchinson ‘;‘:;;tﬁ}rngn
Coverdell Hutchison

Shelby
Craig Inhofe o

Smith (NH)
DeWine Jeffords Smith (OR)
Domenici Kempthorne

Snowe
Enzi Kyl
Faircloth Lieberman Stevens
Ford Lott e
Frist Lugar Thompson
Gorton Mack Thurmond
Gramm McCain Warner

NAYS—43
Akaka Feingold Mikulski
Baucus Feinstein Moseley-Braun
Biden Glenn Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murray
Boxer Hollings Reed
Bryan Inouye Reld
Bumpers Johnson Robb
Byrd Kennedy Rockefeller
Campbell Eerrey Rarhatias
Conrad Kerry Staster
D'Amato Kohl sl
Daschle Landrien ibiyes
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone
Dorgan Leahy Wyden
Durbin Levin
NOT VOTING—1
Harkin

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 336) was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Can we have order?

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
talked with Senator LAUTENBERG about
this. I ask unanimous consent that we
permit Senator CoATS of Indiana to
proceed for 10 minutes to speak on the
bill. He has a conflict this evening and
would like to explain that to us, along
with his words about the effort. Then,
if Senator LAUTENBERG has a Senator
who wants to speak on the bill rather
than on an amendment, if they are
here before the end of that 10 minutes,
that they be allowed up to 10 minutes,
and then at the expiration of that, we
proceed to the Warner amendment im-
mediately thereafter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, with
reference to the Warner amendment,
Senator WARNER has agreed that the
time that we use on his amendment
will be 1 hour equally divided. He will
control the time on his side, and I will
control the time in opposition.

Mr. WARNER. I wish to thank the
distinguished chairman and the distin-
guished ranking member. This is an
amendment on behalf of the distin-
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guished Senator from Montana and
myself. While the control will be under
the Senator from Virginia, it will be
jointly shared with the distinguished
Senator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS].
We will control 30 minutes under our
time jointly. I thank the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, thank
you, and I thank the Senator from New
Mezxico for his courtesy.

I regret that I probably will not like-
ly be in the Chamber when the final
vote comes on the resolution, though
the schedule has been changed so
much, I do not think anybody is sure
when that vote will come. If I am not,
it is because of a priority of mine, the
only priority I think, that would ex-
ceed voting for something as important
as the budget resolution.

My good wife, who has supported my
efforts in Congress for 17 years now,
who has missed many events, and has
done a lot of waiting for me to vote and
to come home, is graduating this
evening with a master's degree from
Johns Hopkins University. It is the re-
sult of 3 years of strenuous effort. She
is a star student. It is something that
I very much want to attend.

I had thought and had been told that
we would be finalizing the budget
agreement last evening. We were not
able to do that, and it looks like action
on the resolution will go through the
day.
This is a priority I want to keep, and
I think that, as important as the budg-
et agreement is, I want to be there and
honor this important date, and cele-
brate her achievement. As I said, she
has done a lot of waiting around for
me, made many sacrifices, and missed
a lot of things because of our uncertain
schedule here. There are times, how-
ever, when I think we have to establish
priorities in life, and this is a priority.

[Applause.]

Mr. WARNER. Hear, hear.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I also
want to use this opportunity to explain
why I would have, if I am to miss the
vote, opposed the budget resolution. I
have examined this wvery, very care-
fully. In fact, I have tried to come up
with sufficient reasons to support the
budget.

I know that the leader, Senator
LoTT, the leadership of our Congress, of
the Senate, the work of Senator
DoMENICI has been honest, it has been
an honest effort at finding a true bal-
anced budget. They have toiled for
hours. There have been compromises
that have had to be made as a con-
sequence of not controlling the execu-
tive branch and the turmoil that will
result for the rest of the year if a budg-
et agreement is not reached. This budg-
et clearly makes some important steps
in the right direction, and there is
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much to commend about the efforts of
those who have put this together.

However, 1 have been here since 1981,
and there have been a lot of promises
about balancing the budget. When I
first ran for Congress, one of my top
three priorities was to balance the
budget. I felt that it was unconscion-
able, immoral to pass on to future gen-
erations a debt burden so that this
present generation could enjoy benefits
without having to pay for them. I have
toiled now for 17 years to attempt to
achieve a balanced budget in the Con-
gress and have not been able to do so.

My greatest disappointment is, prob-
ably, our failure on two occasions by
one vote to pass a constitutional
amendment in this body and send it to
the people of the United States to let
them determine whether or not they
think we should be held constitu-
tionally responsible for balancing the
budget. We were not able to do that.

This budget, like all the previous six
budgets, promises a balanced budget in
5 years. I have gone home after the pas-
sage of these budgets, spoken to my
constituents and said, ““We balanced
the budget.”

And they said, “We're skeptical of
that.”

**No, no, no, we have put in place a
mechanism to balance the budget.”

Well, six times we promised that, and
six times we failed. This is the seventh.
Our Policy Committee, which I sup-
port, tries to put the best light on this
budget. I have here a report published
by the committee, it says, ‘‘Balanced
Honestly by 2002, First Time Balance
Will Be Achieved Since 1969.” I have
seen that phrase written over and over
again. I have uttered it myself. It has
not come true. It will not come true
this time.

People need to understand that 5-
year, T-year agreements really only
commit us to the first year, and even
with that, with supplementals, failure
to enact rescissions, contingencies that
come up—in fact, we have already seen
a proliferation of attempts to change
this budget, to add money to this budg-
et, to change the spending priorities—
Congress has the right to waive this
agreement any time it chooses.

We actually increase the deficit in
this budget in the next 2 years from
the current level estimated at $67 to
$90 billion in fiscal year 1998 and 1999,
and like all of our budget gimmicks in
the past, all of the deficit reduction
comes in the outyears, in 2001 and 2002.

All of the tough decisions come after
the next midyear election, after the
next Presidential election. I have an-
nounced my resignation, so I will not
be here. I will not be here to protest
that “Here we are again. Remember
back in 1997 when we promised a bal-
anced budget?”

Here we are at 2001 putting together
the next promised balanced budget
which pushes us out now to 2006 or 2007.
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All the rosy scenarios about the as-
sumptions of no economic decline in
the next 6 years, I hope and pray it
happens. I doubt very much that it
will.

The other thing that distresses me is
that in this budget we had the oppor-
tunity for meaningful entitlement re-
form and we once again took a pass on
it. It seemed to me that everything was
lined up in order for us to do this.

We had a Republican Congress that
had gone on record as supporting
meaningful structural changes in enti-
tlements, changes that we know we are
going to have to face for if we don’t, we
are going to find ourselves in severe
economic distress in the future. We had
a President who had just been re-elect-
ed and was not going to run again. He
did not have to worry about getting re-
elected or pleasing certain constitu-
encies. And we thought he would step
forward and provide real leadership on
this. And he took a pass.

Congress took a pass because some-
how we materialized some additional
revenue because of the economy, not
because of anything we have done to
hold down spending, but because of the
good economy that we have in this
country. And revenues were flowing in.
And at the last minute we came up
with $250 billion and said we can take
a pass again.

So when we say we have averted the
crisis of Medicare's imminent bank-
ruptcy until 2007, yeah, we have done
that. We have done that with a gim-
mick of shifting home health care from
part A to part B and applying more
revenues to cover the deficit that is
coming instead of ‘implementing re-
form and giving the windfall in reve-
nues back to the American people to
whom it belongs.

We have had to narrow our tax cut
because we have not exercised the dis-
cipline on spending. I can go on and on.
But I am going to abbreviate my re-
marks here so we can keep moving on
this.

It is worth pointing out that, rather
than taking the $255 billion in unan-
ticipated revenues and using it for def-
icit reduction or tax reduction, we
have used it to increase spending.
Rather than capitalize on the momen-
tum that we had for meaningful enti-
tlement reform, we used budget gim-
micks and price controls to delay the
crisis and postpone the tough decisions
once again. Rather than reduce the size
of the Government, baseline budget
tactics are used, tactics which Repub-
licans used to criticize—assuming
automatic increases in the baseline and
then making reductions in that base-
line and calling it a cut when it is not
a cut, it is an increase. This deceptive
practice is continued in this resolution,
and now Republicans have bought into
that practice.

In the end, this resolution simply
postpones deficit reduction into the
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next millennium and lets everybody off
the hook on tough decisions that ought
to be made now.

As stated in an article in the May 10
issue of the National Journal called
“The Easy Way Out’’:

Historic the deal may be, but not so much
because of what it includes as because of
what fell out: just about anything unpleas-
ant for incumbents of either party. From a
political point of view, it may indeed be a
triumph; certainly, at a minimum, it is clev-
er. From a reformer’s point of view, however,
it is a washout.

We need reformer practices. We have
said that; many have, since I have been
here. I am now in my 17th year. We
have not used reformer practices. Once
again, we have used tricks and unex-
pected revenues to postpone the tough
decisions.

I have said from the beginning, and
will continue to say it, we will not
make the tough decisions until we are
constitutionally forced to do so. We
will not achieve meaningful reform in
our budget until we are constitu-
tionally required, by raising our hand
and pledging to support that Constitu-
tion, that we will honestly balance the
budget and not create deficits and not
pass on debt to future generations.

I am ashamed of the fact that during
my watch, while I was here, the na-
tional debt has grown from less than $1
trillion to approaching $6 trillion. That
is a national disgrace. And it has hap-
pened on my watch. I tried everything
I could to keep that from happening. I
think my voting record indicates that.
Nevertheless, it happened on my
watch.

So for me, someone who will not be
here to protest in future years, I can-
not in good conscience support this
budget. Is it an improvement? Yes. Is it
probably everything that the Budget
chairman could have achieved under
the circumstances? With divided Gov-
ernment and an administration bent on
spending more and making a mockery
of their statement that the era of big
Government is over, I think the Budget
chairman did everything he could
under the circumstances. I commend
him for his work and commend the
leadership for their work.

But let us not pretend. Let us not
pretend. And let us not pass on to the
American people that we are giving
them an honest balanced budget by the
year 2002. I do not believe that is going
to happen any more than the previous
six promises on balanced budgets in the
last 15 years have proven to be true to
the American people.

I regret that I have to vote against
this, but I, in all honesty, cannot sup-
port this budget resolution.

The most glaring problem with this
budget resolution is that the deficit ac-
tually increases dramatically next
yvear, from an estimated $67 billion for
fiscal year 1997 to over $90 billion in fis-
cal year 1998, and does not begin to
come down until 2001. The deficit then
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drops precipitously by nearly $84 bil-
lion between 2001 and the end of 2002.

This rosy scenario is hard to believe.
In fact, the only years that really
count in this budget agreement are the
next 2, when Members and the Presi-
dent can be held accountable to abide
by their commitment. The heavy work
of deficit reduction is postponed, and
becomes someone else’s problem. Even
then, 97 percent of deficit reduction in-
cluded in this package is based upon
economic assumptions that seem im-
plausible at best. They are based on
sustaining the current state of the
economy for another 6 years.

This resolution fails to address the
looming crisis in entitlements. Rather,
it delays dealing with the issue
through budget gimmickry.

The resolution purports to secure
$115 billion in Medicare savings. How-
ever, the overwhelming majority of
this savings is secured through price
control gimmicks that have failed in
the past. Even then, the preponderant
majority of this savings comes after
the year 2000, when there is no guar-
antee of enforcement.

The plan calls for further reducing
payments to health care providers. We
have tried this many times before with
no success. In fact, costs have contin-
ued to rise while the quality of health
care for our seniors has continued to be
diminished.

In addition, the current proposal
shifts the Home Health Care Program,
the fastest growing Medicare program,
from the Medicare part A fund, to part
B. This trick postpones the collapse of
the Medicare trust fund from 2001 to
around 2008, and serves to delay having
to confront the long-term Medicare cri-
sis.

Failure to implement meaningful re-
form in Medicare represents the great-
est single missed opportunity in a
budget proposal rife with deferment
and missed opportunity. In fact, the
resolution creates a $16 billion health
care entitlement for low-income chil-
dren. It is important to note that this
entitlement goes beyond covering poor
children already covered under Med-
icaid.

The key to busting the logjam in ne-
gotiations on this budget agreement
was a midnight-hour $255 billion wind-
fall from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. This money came from larger than
anticipated revenues from a robust
economy. However, rather than using
this money to both reduce the deficit
and reduce the tax burden on the
American people, negotiators went on
a spending binge.

The result of this is that the budget
resolution actually increases, not de-
creases the size of the Government. For
fiscal year 1998, spending is increased
over fiscal year 1997 projected spending
levels by an estimated 4.32 percent, or
$70 billion above the freeze. This is the
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largest increase of the Clinton Presi-
dency, $5 billion more than the Presi-
dent requested in his original budget
proposal, and outpaces inflation by
nearly 1.5 percent.

This dramatic increase in domestic
spending is based upon the concept
that spending on these programs has
been limited in recent years. In fact,
according to economist Stephen Moore,
over the past 10 years, 1988-97, Federal
domestic spending has soared from $622
billion to $1.116 trillion. After adjust-
ments for inflation, this is an increase
of 40 percent. And now, under this
agreement, we will be increasing this
spending by a rate of 1.5 percent above
inflation.

There are no spending reductions in
the budget. The savings are actually
reductions in projected baseline spend-
ing. This type of baseline gimmickry is
something that conservatives have
long rejected. However now, for polit-
ical expediency, this plan is based en-
tirely upon it.

James Glassman writes in his column
entitled ‘“‘Bad for Everyone’: *The rea-
son that the Federal deficit is pro-
jected at zero under the new budget is
not that Government will be smaller,
but that revenues from taxpayers will
be larger—much larger.” Mr. Glassman
goes on to point out: ‘*According to the
President’s February budget, the
Treasury was expected to collect §1.5
trillion from citizens and businesses in
1997. According to the new bipartisan
budget, that figure will rise to $1.9 tril-
lion in 2002. Meanwhile, spending will
rise from $1.6 trillion to $1.9 trillion.
And there you have it: A balanced
budget.”

Is this what reform is all about?
Rather than use windfall tax revenues
as an opportunity to decrease spending
and accelerate the path to a balanced
budget, this resolution gobbles up tax-
payer money with substantial spending
increases and postpones the tough deci-
sions for another day.

If there is anything hopeful in this
budget resolution, it is some progress
toward tax reduction. There is roughly
$135 billion set aside for tax cuts. How-
ever, $50 billion of that number is off-
set by tax increases elsewhere in the
budget, leaving a beginning net tax cut
of $85 billion. This represents just 1
percent of the $8.5 trillion in estimated
tax revenues over the next 5 years.

Even then, the President’s tax prior-
ities for education, totaling $35 billion,
is locked in, leaving Congress to spread
the remaining benefit between a $500
child tax credit, capital gains reduc-
tion, expanded IRAs, and estate tax re-
lief. The $85 billion net tax cut com-
prises about one-third of the money
needed to offset all of these tax cuts
fully. In fact, the Heritage Foundation
estimates that the full cost of the $500
dollar-per-child tax credit alone is $105
billion over 5 years.

However, the game doesn't stop
there. A key aspect of the agreement is
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the assumption that the Bureau of
Labor Statistics will adjust the CPI
downward by approximately .3 percent.
The result would be a hike in income
taxes by approximately $6 billion dol-
lars. Thus, the real total net tax cut
under the agreement is $79 billion or
less. Again, according to Heritage
Foundation estimates, Americans will
receive a grand total of 67 cents in tax
relief for every new dollar of spending
on Government programs contained in
the agreement, or less than one cent on
every tax dollar sent to the Federal
Government.

In fact, the entire net tax cut con-
tained in the Resolution is less than
one-fifth of this $2556 billion dollar
windfall discovered by CBO, and used
to blow the ceiling on spending. The re-
sult is that much needed tax relief will
have to be phased in, with the bulk of
it falling, once again, in the out years.
The child tax credit, touted as middle
class tax relief, will likely have to be
limited to low income families.

Already, discussions regarding a cap-
ital gains tax cut have gone from an
early 50 percent reduction proposal, to
a cut of 10 percent, and is now moving
toward a limited maximum rate of 21
percent. This is hardly the type of cap-
ital gains tax cut needed to free the
hundreds of billions of dollars in en-
cumbered capital in our economy.

I do not believe that this is what the
American people have in mind. And I
have no confidence that future Con-
gresses, faced with the skyrocketing
spending and rosy economic assump-
tions contained in this agreement, will
follow through on fully implementing
tax relief.

This budget is full of missed opportu-
nities. Rather than taking the $255 bil-
lion in unanticipated revenues and
using it for direct deficit and tax re-
ductions, it has been used to increase
spending. Rather than capitalize on
momentum for meaningful entitlement
reform, budget gimmicks and price
controls are used to delay the crisis
and postpone the tough decisions.
Rather than reduce the size of Govern-
ment, baseline budget tactics are used
to simulate smaller Government.

In the end, this resolution simply
postpones any deficit reduction into
the next millennium and lets everyone
off the hook on the tough decisions. As
stated in the May 10 National Journal
article entitled, ‘“The Easy Way Out’':

Historic the deal may be, but not so much
because of what it includes as because of
what fell out: just about anything unpleas-
ant for incambents of either party. From a
political point of view, it may indeed be a
triumph; certainly, at a minimum, it is clev-
er. From a reformer’s point of view, however,
it is a washout.

I thank the chairman of the Budget
Committee for allowing me this oppor-
tunity to speak. I regret that I might
not be here this evening. But I think I
identified the right priority in my life.
And I am looking forward to being, for
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once, not the person in the limelight in
our family but the person applauding
the one that is in the limelight, which
is my wife who will be receiving the de-
gree which she worked so hard for.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Nebraska is recog-
nized.

Mr. KERREY. Pursuant to the pre-
vious unanimous-consent request, I ask
unanimous consent that 10 minutes be
taken off the resolution so I can speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, before I
talk about the resolution itself, what it
does, what it does not do, I do want to
go back to 1993, as many of my col-
leagues have done, and discuss the Def-
icit-Reduction Act of 1993.

Since I only have 10 minutes, I will
not go into detail about the one that
happened in 1990 under President
Bush's watch. Both of those were very
unpopular budget resolutions. I noticed
when I went home, in both cases, there
was substantial criticism from people
who did not like various aspects of it.

One of the unique things about this
particular budget resolution compared
to those is that I do not expect to find
a similar sort of outery against it. I
think it tells us a lot about what is in
this one as well as the progress that we
have made toward reduction over the
last 4 years.

That resolution, Mr. President, that
act, OBRA, 1993, brought the deficit
down by 77 percent, a substantial re-
duction in the deficit. It occurred, it
must be said, as a consequence of the
economic recovery that had begun in
1992. It did not produce all of the
growth by any measure. I do not argue
that the economy turned around as a
result of that Deficit-Reduction Act,
but there is no question that we had
demonstrated in 1993 that there was a
connection between growth and deficit
reduction, that it is possible for us to
take action with our budget to produce
good things out in the private sector.

I would argue that the greatest vic-
tor in this Deficit-Reduction Act of
1997, the Deficit Elimination Act of
1997, the greatest victor is economic
growth. Four percent real growth in
the first quarter is what has really en-
abled us relatively easily to take the
last step.

There were a lot of terrible things
that were said were going to happen as
a result of the 1993 OBRA. People said
it would result in lost jobs. We stood
here on the floor and said, if we voted
for OBRA 1993 there were going to be
higher deficits and there was going to
be higher national debt, so on and so
on. About the only dire prediction that
turned out to be true was that people
who voted for it were not reelected be-
cause, as I said, it was very unpopular.
It was very difficult deficit reduction,
very substantial deficit reduction.
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We have evidence, in short, that if we
are willing to cast a tough vote, if we
are willing to reduce spending and re-
duce our deficit, that not only is there
economic gain coming as a con-
sequence, but that that political risk
can pay off long term. We can stand
and say that though we have asked
people to take a bit less, there will be
benefits coming as a consequence of
this reduction in the rate of growth of
spending that is contained in this
budget resolution.

So 1 stand here today to say, where
do we go from here? And I have to con-
fess, there is a part of me, Mr. Presi-
dent, that says, *Well, now that we've
gone from a Democratic majority to
Republican majority,” in part, if not in
large part, as a result of the
unpopularity of the 1993 Deficit-Reduc-
tion Act, ‘“‘maybe we ought to hold our
breath on this side and let you all fig-
ure it out on the other side, let the dis-
tinguished occupant of the chair and
the other guys on that side of the aisle,
let you all address it and cast the
tough votes this time around.” I do not
think that would be responsible of us,
Mr. President.

There is a lot I do not like in the
budget resolution. There is a lot I did
not like in 1993 and in 1990. But given
the benefits that occur as a con-
sequence, I do not think that it is good
for the country for me to stand here in
a petulant fashion and say I am not
going to participate as a consequence
of what happened politically in Novem-
ber 1994,

I do believe that the budget resolu-
tion in front of us today will, on bal-
ance, produce economic growth, and I
do believe that it will balance the
budget in the year 2002, if Congress
keeps its eye on the ball and keeps its
attention focused on what is going on
outside of these Halls, and that is to
say what is going on in the private sec-
tor, and what is going on with our
economy.

If our tax, our regulatory, and spend-
ing policies produce economic growth,
all the rest of it gets relatively easy, as
we are learning indeed with OBRA 1997.

We need to start thinking about eco-
nomic growth. We need to start asking
ourselves the question, what do we do,
not only to produce the growth, but
when is the growth good for us and
when are we willing to step in and say
the growth is not good?

I mean, all of us, I suspect, univer-
sally would say, I do not care if it does
produce jobs, I am not in favor of por-
nography, and I am not in favor of
spoiling our environment, and I am not
in favor of making our streets unsafe.
There are lots of examples where we
would step in and put a law in place
even though it might prevent some-
body freely from being able to produce
jobs. We will say that those particular
jobs are not good for us and thus we are
going to put a law in place to prevent
that activity from happening.
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There is a larger problem as well, Mr.
President. I do think, though, growth
lifts all boats, that a rising tide will
tend to lift all boats. As we have seen
with the dramatic narrowing of eco-
nomic inequality and income inequal-
ity that has occurred in the last 4
vears, that there is still going to be
large sectors of our economy, large sec-
tors of our population, individuals and
their families that are going to be left
out of the benefit of that growth.

That is especially true if you take
the position, as I do, that we ought to
put in place laws that say the United
States of America is going to lead the
effort to lower trade barriers, that we
believe that generally speaking we are
better off competing in a global econ-
omy. In that global economy with
technology, with immigration, with
the welfare-to-work programs that are
going on, people at the lower end of the
wage scale are going to suffer. They are
going to be under a lot of pressure.

People making $5.15 an hour, $6, $7,
$8, $9, $10 an hour are going to be under
a great deal of pressure. They are going
to be working more than one job. They
are going to be paying child care. They
are going to have lots of other prob-
lems they are going to face.

It is important for us to pay atten-
tion to our capacity to give them the
opportunity to get a good education,
get retrained, go to college, if they
choose to. We have to look at those
sorts of things, and keep our eyes open
to special problems that exist today
that did not exist 30 years ago.

Perhaps the most dramatic difference
is that in the 1990’s the amount of debt
accumulated to go to college exceeds
all the debt that was accumulated in
the 1980's, 1970's, 1960's combined. By
the end of the century $50 billion of
new debt will be acquired by American
youth who are trying to go to college;
graduating today with an average of
$10,000 debt, growing by some 14 per-
cent a year.

The President’s response to try to di-
rect some additional resources for edu-
cation, I believe, is good. I also think it
is important for us to try to come up
with mechanisms and enable Ameri-
cans, using the laws of the land, to ac-
quire the wealth that they need to
make those kinds of purchases not just
for education, but for retirement as
well.

This balanced budget will produce, in
short, economic growth. But I do not
believe that this balanced budget will
take us in every single instance in di-
rections that we need to go.

I think that we are still going to
have problems with our schools. I
think we still have problems with
fighting the war on drugs. I think we
still have problems in a number of
other areas where our current policies
are inadequate to the task. They are
going to require us to reach down and
look for different ways of doing things
if we want to change our future.
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The three areas that I would like to
address here this morning, Mr. Presi-
dent, where this law does not change
our future adequately is the percentage
of our budget that is going for entitle-
ments versus discretionary, the
amount of wealth that individuals have
in order to be able to plan for their re-
tirement, and, Mr. President, I also be-
lieve we need to look at the mix of peo-
ple over the age of 65 versus under the
age of 20. I still do not believe we ade-
quately adjusted to the problem that
we are going to face when that baby-
boom generation begins to retire.

I would like, Mr. President, just to
run through a couple of charts here
very quickly. You all probably have
seen them before. It is what everybody
wants to do—look at another chart
here on the floor of the Senate.

This is a line that shows the births in
the United States from 1910 through
1920. I bring this to the floor because it
is a demographic problem that we face,
not a problem that was caused by Ron-
ald Reagan or George McGovern or
Phyllis Schlafly, or secular humanists.
This is a problem that was created as a
consequence of 77 million Americans
who were born between the years of
1945 and 1965. And then the birthrate
dropped for about 15 years afterward.

Thus, what that has produced is a
relatively small number of people who
will be supporting a much larger num-
ber of people who will be retired out
there in the future.

This is a dramatic change, Mr. Presi-
dent, that Congress needs to factor
into our thinking because this is our
future. This is where we are going. As
I said, I am confident 5 years from now,
1997, we will have a balanced budget,
but we have not addressed this prob-
lem. This is the future for America:

In 1997, 29 percent of our population
is under the age of 20; 13 percent is over
the age of 65; 79 million in one group, 34
million in the other group. In 2030—all
the speeches we give about children, 4
million babies born in America this
year, those babies will be 33 years of
age in 2030, and all of us understand
how quickly 33 years go by. In 2030,
when those babies are now out there
working, there will be 24 percent of our
population, down from 29 percent,
under the age of 20. The under-20 popu-
lation will only have grown by 4 mil-
lion. But the over-65 population, Mr.
President, will have doubled, going
from 34 million to 68 million. If you
look at the number of workers per re-
tirees, it is even more dramatic, a dou-
bling of the population over the age of
65 and a 20 percent increase in the size
of the American work force.

Mr. President, we have simply got to
address this problem. The only way for
us to do it, in my judgment, is to look
at the mix of our budget that is going
to mandatory versus discretionary. In
1963, 30 percent of our budget went to
mandatory spending, 70 percent went
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to discretionary spending. At the end
of this budget resolution it will be ex-
actly reversed, 70 percent mandatory,
30 percent discretionary. Mr. President,
in about 10 or 12 years after that it will
be 100 percent mandatory and 30 per-
cent discretionary.

A much bigger and more difficult
problem for us to face as a Congress
than balancing the budget is balancing
the mix of mandatory and discre-
tionary spending. It is not a mathe-
matical formula, Mr. President. If we
do not take action on this, people who
will retire 15, 20 years from now—and
again, this is a problem for the baby-
boom generation; this is not a problem
for the current generation. There are
enough workers in the workplace today
to support current retirees. But those
people who will be retiring out in the
future, Mr. President, they are not
going to like that future as a con-
sequence of the kinds of choices that
will be forced upon them later, unless
we take action earlier to accommo-
date.

Mr. President, I would like to see
this budget resolution changed. I am
hopeful we can build some bipartisan
consensus to change it. Senator
LIEBERMAN and I, Senator BREAUX, and
a number of others have been working
on a proposal called Kids Save that
would alter the child care credit in this
resolution that would enable us to help
working families acquire wealth. Un-
less you expect to hit the lottery, un-
less you expect to inherit the wealth,
the only and the best and most reliable
way to generate wealth is to save a lit-
tle bit of money over a long period of
time. Kids Save enables us to do that.
It enables working families to have
that wealth. If they want to use it for
education, if they want to use it, pref-
erably, for retirement, they will have
it when they get there.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, Senator WARNER of
Virginia is recognized at this time.

AMENDMENT NO. 311

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I call
up an amendment at the desk by the
Senator from Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],
for himself and Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an
amendment numbered 311.

(The text of the amendment is lo-
cated in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we ask
now for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
Senator from Virginia, throughout my
career in the U.S. Senate, has fought
for the balanced budget as hard as any-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

one. I say that with humility. I am
sure the distinguished Senator from
Montana has a like record and a like
commitment.

We are also entrusted with the re-
sponsibility, in my case as chairman
and the Senator from Montana as the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Public Works and Environment, to
see that our Nation's infrastructure of
highways, and to a certain extent mass
transit—although that is primarily in
another committee—constantly is ad-
ministered in such a way as to promote
growth in this country.

Talk about a balanced budget. That
balanced budget is dependent on the
ability of Americans to get to their
place of work, to return safely, to pro-
vide for their families, and every Mem-
ber of this body knows that we are fall-
ing behind every minute in our ability
to keep in place the infrastructure of
roads and bridges, much less modernize
it to make it safer and more efficient.
We are steadily falling behind. But as
we fall behind in providing the nec-
essary dollars, the dollars that they
are paying in the tank are accumu-
lating in the Treasury in an account
called the highway trust fund.

Now, Mr. President, I like to do
homework. I learned it as a child under
the supervision of two good, strong
parents. So I went back to 1955 when in
this very Chamber resonated the voices
of the chairman of the Environment
Committee, Mr. Chavez, and inciden-
tally, the chairman of the sub-
committee, Albert Gore, Sr., the father
of our distinguished Vice President.
When they came forth with the legisla-
tion to establish the highway trust
fund, they picked the name ‘“‘trust.”
They could have called it the highway
fund. They could have said there is a
line in the Treasury for just where to
put the tax dollars, but they called it a
trust fund.

Today the Congress, together with
the executive branch, are using it as an
escrow account—not a trust fund, but
an escrow account—to hold these dol-
lars almost as if they were poker chips
to play with them as we see fit, not in
keeping with the intention of the
founders of this piece of legislation.

I read from the 1955 CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, page 6716, of May 20—is that
not interesting, May 20, coincidental in
time, Mr. President, 42 years ago—in
which Senator Gore concluded by say-
ing, ‘‘Had the committee thought it ad-
visable to recommend a more vigorous
program than that which is contained
in S. 1048, I am sure it would have done
80. The sentiment in the committee, if
I interpret it correctly, was to act as
fast and as energetically as we could
while still ensuring that the taxpayer
received a dollar’s worth of road for his
[and I insert her] tax dollars.” There it
is, a commitment by the U.S. Senate,
right in this Chamber, the origin of
that legislation, and we are breaking
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that trust, that fiduciary relationship
today.

Mr. President, 18.3 cents is paid by
every American and all those using pe-
troleum at the local gas station; 4.3 is
taken out for the deficit. That is an-
other argument. We are not dealing
with that today. Fourteen cents re-
mains, of which 12 cents is for the high-
way and 2 cents for mass transit.

We have another piece of legislation
under the auspices of Senator BoND and
Senator CHAFEE, which I support, say-
ing a dollar in, a dollar out. That is
what this does. This amendment is de-
signed to put every Member of this
body on record when he or she goes
back home that, “‘I fought to see that
your tax dollars that you pay are re-
turned to you and you can apply them
to improve that infrastructure to
strengthen America’s economy.”

Critics say, well, Senator WARNER
and Senator Baucus, you did not pro-
vide offsets. Well, we did not have to
provide offsets, I say to my colleagues,
because the offset is there in the word
‘trust.” That is what it means—trust
means exactly that. The people of this
country trust the Congress of the
United States, and in this instance,
more specifically, the Senate, trust
them to find the necessary means to
balance the budget without a breach of
trust to those who contribute at the
gas tank, consistent for 42 years, given
by the U.S. Senate.

I say to my colleagues, weigh heavily

when you cast this vote. Put this
amendment on. Let it go to conference.
Let the distinguished chairman and the
distinguished ranking member in the
context of a conference decide how to
continue the preservation of the bal-
anced budget but at the same time
keeping trust with the American peo-
ple to return their dollars, their hard-
earned dollars, submitted at the gas
tank.
I yield such time as my distinguished
colleague desires with the caveat that I
would like to reserve for the Senator
from Virginia 2 minutes at the end and
2 minutes for the distinguished Senator
from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I want
to first commend the chairman of the
Budget Committee, the ranking mem-
ber, the President, and negotiators for
putting together a bipartisan agree-
ment. I know it was not easy. It was
difficult. But I think the American
people are very gratified that the
President and the Congress put to-
gether the outlines of a budget agree-
ment which brings the budget deficit
down to zero.

One of the provisions in that agree-
ment is the amount we will spend on
highways and transit for the next 5
years. Under the budget agreement, the
highway and transit programs will re-
ceive funding levels equal to the esti-
mated revenue collected each year.
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But Mr. President, I would suggest
we need to do better.

That is why the Senator from Vir-
ginia and myself are offering this very
simple amendment. Under the amend-
ment, whatever comes into the trust
fund through gasoline taxes and diesel
fuels, et cetera, plus interest on what
is earned on the balances in the trust
fund, is available to be spent. In
otherwords, whatever revenue comes
in, will go out. This is truth in budg-
eting. It is a very modest amendment.

Mr. President, current balances in
the highway account of the highway
trust fund is $14.3 billion. If you look at
this chart, you will see that the bal-
ances in the highway account will al-
most double by the end of the 5 years
covered by the budget resolution.
Under the resolution, the balance in
the highway trust fund will grow to al-
most $27 billion. It just seems to me,
Mr. President, and to all of us who are
concerned about the balances in the
highway trust fund, that it is wrong for
that balance to continue to grow or
double when those are dollars being
contributed by motorists who expect to
see transportation benefits.

I might add, Mr. President, that mo-
torists are already paying 4.3 cents a
gallon which goes to deficit reduction.
Over the 5 years of the budget resolu-
tion will amount to about $35 billion.

If our amendment does not pass,
there are serious consequences. If our
amendment does not pass, I must tell
Senators that they are not going to re-
ceive funding levels close to the high-
way funds or the mass transit funds
that their States expect. That is what
is shown in this chart. I apologize for
the small print on this chart, but we
have after all 50 States and it is dif-
ficult to get every State on the single
chart. :

This chart shows what will happen to
a State’s anticipated funding under the
various highway bills that have been
introduced, such as STARS 2000, STEP
21, NEXTEA and ISTEA Works. Sen-
ators have signed onto those bills an-
ticipating certain funding levels. If the
Warner-Baucus amendment does not
pass, each State will receive a reduc-
tion in funding.

I look at the Presiding Officer. New
Hampshire—as an example, New Hamp-
shire signed up for the ISTEA reau-
thorization bill. If New Hampshire
thinks it is going to get $142 million a
year, that is wrong. If my amendment
does not pass, New Hampshire is going
to receive $30 million less. If my
amendment passes, New Hampshire
will get the $§142 million.

That same example holds for every
single State.

So it is very clear that Senators are
not. going to get the money they think
they are going to get if this amend-
ment does not pass.

I want to also add that there are
other reasons to increase transpor-
tation spending.
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Our Department of Transportation
says that we need about $50 billion dol-
lars annually to maintain our highway
system. The $26 billion provided for
under this amendment is a little more
than half of that. That is all.

Think of the competition in the
world. The Japanese spend four times
what we do as a percentage of GDP
than the United States. The European
Union, spends twice as much.

We are hurting ourselves in not keep-
ing our transportation system up to
snuff.

In addition, if the budget resolution
becomes the law, areas that are experi-
encing growth or areas with an aging
infrastructure will not get the money
they need. And programs that mean a
lot to Members, such as the Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality program, or
enhancements and bike trails, will not
have the money they need.

Our proposal is very simple: That we
pass this amendment, which will in-
crease the deficit in the last year from
a $1 billion surplus to about a $2 billion
deficit. That is all. Over all 5 years, $12
billion. It does not go to the core of the
agreement. It does not touch Medicare
or Medicaid and does not touch taxes.
It does not touch any of the provisions
that Senators have been arguing about
over the past few months as to what
should or should not be in the bipar-
tisan agreement. It doesn’t touch those
at all. It just says let's spend the inter-
est, plus what comes into the trust
fund as revenue each year. That way
we can prevent further deterioration of
our highways and bridges.

If this amendment should pass,—the
Senator from Virginia and I will work
with the managers of the Budget Com-
mittee and with the administration to
try to find some way to accommodate
this $12 billion increase in conference.

I want a balanced budget. I think
every Senator wants a balanced budg-
et. Fifty-seven Senators have written
the Budget Committee asking for more
money in transportation. In fact, what
they asked for was a full $26 billion
every year for 5 years. We are only ask-
ing for a ramp up to the $26 billion
level over the 5 years. This is very
modest and nowhere close to the re-
quest made by 57 Senators who have
asked for a full $26 billion to be in-
cluded in transportation for every
year.

This is a very small change in the
agreement which the budget and ad-
ministration negotiators put together.
It can very easily be accommodated in
conference.

I might add, to those Senators from
the Northeast who are concerned about
mass transit, this amendment also—
the $12 billion increase in outlays I
mentioned—includes increases in mass
transit.

So, Mr. President, it is really very
simple. I grant that it is technically an
increase in the deficit by $12 billion. I

May 22, 1997

am also saying that we as Senators
should not be caught in a box. We
should not be rigid. We should not be
knee-jerked. We are elected to be
thoughtful. We are elected to do what
is right. We are elected to be creative.

What do the American people think
is right? First, balance the budget; sec-
ond, do it in a way which is fair to our
country and our country’s needs.

It is clear that we can balance the
budget, including the framework
agreed to by the budget negotiators,
the administration, and the leadership,
and still meet our States’ infrastruc-
ture needs.

It is a very modest amendment.
Again, it just says spend what comes
in, plus interest, to the trust fund. In
fact, even under our amendment we
end up with a $17 billion balance in the
trust fund. So under our amendment,
we are not spending anywhere near the
amounts the trust fund could sustain.
But the Senator from Virginia and I
are trying to be modest.

So, I again urge Senators, just go the
extra mile. Vote for this. We will all
work together to balance the budget in
a way which also does not hurt the core
provisions of the agreement but ad-
dresses the very serious transportation
needs of this country.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first, I
commend my distinguished colleague.
We worked together as a team on this.
He has spent a good deal of his career
in the U.S. Senate fighting to improve
America’s infrastructure and transpor-
tation.

I am going to place at the desk at the
time of the vote a letter signed by 66
Members of this body supporting pre-
cisely what it is we have before them
today in this amendment, together
with letters from each of the Gov-
ernors. All 50 Governors support a
higher level of funding for our high-
ways.

Senator BAaucus and I, as we worked
on this amendment, decided not to
take the top dollar. As Senator BAUCUS
clearly said, $17 billion remains in the
trust fund. We tried to take a reason-
able amount of increase.

This chart shows the green line of
what this budget resolution does in
terms of highways—flat. Our amend-
ment takes this up at a gradual in-
crease to where we reach the $26 bil-
lion, that figure subscribed to by 66
Senators, that figure subscribed to by
all 50 Governors.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we tempo-
rarily set aside the amendment that is
pending and permit Senator PAT
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ROBERTS to speak for up to 10 minutes
on the bill, after which we return to
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. BAUCUS. Reserving the right to
object. I am sorry. I did not hear the
request.

Mr. DOMENICI. I had checked with
Senator LAUTENBERG. All we did was
ask that the Senator set aside his
amendment for 10 minutes and return
immediately to it after PAT ROBERTS
speaks for 10 minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. How much time is re-
maining on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
nine minutes on Senator DOMENICI'S
side and 12 minutes on Senator WAR-
NER's side.

Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you. No objec-
tion.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I rise on
a point of personal privilege.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. INHOFE. 1 ask unanimous con-
sent to be allowed 2 minutes to count
against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

CLARIFICATION OF PRESS REPORT

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I was
shocked a little bit this morning to
read in the Washington Times a story
by Ralph Hallow in which he quotes a
statement that was supposedly attrib-
uted to me by Mr. Paul Weyrich. I
would like to read it.

Hallow writes that:

Mr. Weyrich said that at his regular Tues-
day meeting for conservative leaders, Sen-
ator James Inhofe, Oklahoma Republican,
accused Mr. LoTT of having “betrayed the
national-security interests of the country.”

I have to tell you, Mr. President;
that I don’t think anything like this
has ever happened to me. Even though
1 don't have thin skin—I have been
beat up by the liberal media quite
often—this is not the case. I never
made such a statement.

I even checked the tape of a TV show
that I had with the gentleman, Mr.
Weyrich recently, and I find nothing
but compliments which I made about
Mr. LoTT. I did say on a couple of occa-
sions that I disagreed with him on the
chemical weapons stand. I disagreed
with him on his suggestion in terms of
potential punishment for Lt. Flynn.
However, I was very complimentary of
him.

Just a few minutes ago I received a
memo from Paul Weyrich which clari-
fies the matter. I want to read into the
RECORD the first half of that memo,
dated this morning.

Once again Ralph Hallow has caused a
problem. He called me on my private line
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and asked my views on Lott and Lt. Flynn,
which I was happy to give. He asked me
about the rest of the movement, and I told
him that at the Wednesday lunch we gave
Senator Inhofe a message to take back to
the Steering Committee which was sup-
ported almost unanimously by the 65 or so in
attendance. I then quoted Frank Gaffney as
saying that twice in a month Senator Lott
had betrayed the security interests of the
United States. Instead, he attributes this
quote to Senator Inhofe, who refrained from
criticizing Lott even though he disagrees
with him. Believe me, Hallow did not mis-
understand what I told him because he even
called me back and said he had interviewed
Inhofe and he—Inhofe—refused to be critical
of Lott.

Thank you, Mr. President.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the Chair. I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
overall balanced budget plan and rise
expressing some reservations in regard
to many of the amendments that we
are considering, the pending amend-
ments; some 45 of them, as a matter of
fact.

If nothing else, I wanted to pay a per-
sonal tribute in behalf of the taxpayers
of Kansas and thank the chairman of
the Budget Committee for his leader-
ship, his perseverance, his patience. He
has the patience of Job. I must confess,
having come from the lower body, as
described by Senator BYRD, and being
the chairman of the House Agriculture
Committee, I am not sure I had the pa-
tience of Senator DOMENICI. We now
spell “‘persevere’’ D-o-m-e-n-i-c-i.

How many hours, I ask of the chair-
man, if he could respond, how many
days, even years, have been involved?
Does he have any estimate in regard to
the hours he has spent late, early—he
and Chairman KASICH of the House? If
he gives me an estimate, what is it?
10,0007

Mr. DOMENICI. On this agreement
itself, just this year, I would estimate
1,000 hours.

Mr. ROBERTS. 1,000 hours. I said
hours and minutes; even years.

This has been the third year on this
particular budget plan. This is the cul-
mination of 3 years of hard work that
the Senator from New Mexico has put
in, all members of the Budget Com-
mittee, as well as the staff. This has
been a Lonesome Dove Trail ride. I
hope we get through the tall grass and
balanced budget with all of our body
parts intact. If we do, the chairman
will get most of the credit.

In the last session of the Congress we
had two balanced budgets. We worked
very hard and very diligently. They
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were vetoed by the President. We even
came to a Government shutdown. No-
body wants to repeat that. I under-
stand that when you are doing a budget
for the U.S. Government, you have
many, many strong differences of opin-
ion. After all, for better or worse, the
Congress of the United States reflects
the diversity we have in this country
and the strong difference of opinions.
Goodness knows, we have good diver-
sity and strong differences of opinion.
The House, the other body, just the
other night stayed until 3 a.m., and, fi-
nally, by a two-vote margin, succeeded
in defeating an amendment that was a
deal breaker. It involved highways. As
a matter of fact, it involved transpor-
tation, the very issue we are discussing
on the floor at this very moment other
than my comments. Two votes was the
difference. Goodness knows, everybody
in the House of the Representatives,
everybody in the Senate cares about
transportation and cares about high-
ways and the infrastructure.

We came within five votes of a deal
breaker on the floor of the Senate. I
think it was five votes in regard to
health care for children. Who can be
opposed to additional funds for health
care for children? As a matter of fact,
the chairman has worked very hard to
provide $16 billion in regard to that
goal.

So we had highways, health care, and
we had a situation in regard to the con-
struction of our schools, to fix the in-
frastructure of the Nation’s schools—$5
billion—with a $100 billion price tag,
which set a very unique precedent.

I don’'t question the intent. I don’t
gquestion the purpose nor the integrity
of any Senator, nor, for that matter,
anyone who would like to propose an
amendment or a better idea in regard
to the budget. But I would suggest that
the high road of humility and responsi-
bility is not bothered by heavy traffic
in this instance.

Most of the amendments—I have
them all here. Here is the stack, 45 of
them. Most of the pending amendments
right here are either sense of the Sen-
ate or they have been rejected outright
as deal breakers.

Sense of the Senate means it is the
sense of the Senate. It has no legal
standing, has no legislative standing.
It is just a Senator saying this would
be a good idea in terms of my intent,
my purpose, what I think we ought to
do. And there are a few that are agreed
to that obviously will be very helpful.

But here are the 45. Most of them are
simply not going anywhere but raises
the point. I took a little counting here.
There are 8 Democrats and 11 Repub-
licans—11 Republicans who have de-
cided that they will take the time of
the Senate, take the time of the Amer-
ican people, take the time of the chair-
man of the Budget Committee and staff
and go over and repeat their priority
concerns in regard to the budget.
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There is nothing wrong with that. I
understand that. Each Senator is an is-
land in terms of their own ideas and
their own purpose and their integrity. I
do not really question that but in
terms of time, I mean after 3 years of
debate, after hours and hours and hours
of careful deliberation between the
President and the Republican leader-
ship and 45 pending amendments.

I have my own amendments. I have
my own amendments. I should have
had some sense of the Senate amend-
ments. I feel a bit left out. I thought
we had a budget deal. I thought we
were going to vote on it. I thought that
we were going to conclude. And then
during the regular appropriations proc-
ess, during the regular order, if you
will, of the rest of the session, why,
perhaps we could address these things
that I care very deeply about.

Maybe we ought to have a sense-of-
the-Senate resolution introduced by
Senator ROBERTS that all wheat in
Kansas should be sold at $6. That is a
little facetious, to say the least, but I
do have concerns about crop insurance,
a child care bill I have introduced,
along with a capital gains bill, capital
gains and estate tax. I think capital
gains should be across the board. I
think estate tax should be at least §1
million. I want a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution or amendment declaring
that. Or maybe an amendment—I tell
you what we ought to have, if the
chairman would agree. I think you
ought to make a unanimous consent
request to consider an amendment that
all Senators who offer an amendment
on the budget process must be required
to serve 6 months on the Budget Com-
mittee. Why not? Perhaps in the inter-
est of time, since all of the time that is
being spent by the 11 Republicans and
the 8 Democrats—oh, I forgot my
sense-of-the-Senate resolution on de-
fense. I do not think we have enough
money committed to our national de-
fense with the obligations we hear from
the Secretary of State, the Secretary
of Defense, the administration and ev-
erything else. So add that one in Rob-
erts’ sense of the Senate.

Maybe we ought to have a unanimous
consent request, to save time, to get
this business done, to accept the re-
sponsibility for the budget, I could just
ask unanimous congent that all amend-
ments pending be laid on the table and
considered en bloc and ask for the yeas
and nays and we could get the budget
deal and go home. I have not made that
unanimous consent request. That
would be untoward. That is the mildest
word I could use for it because it would
violate agreements the distinguished
chairman has made with other Sen-
ators.

So let me say this to all the Senators
who introduced all these sense-of-the-
Senate amendments, fell asleep, issued
a lot of press releases back home and
got a lot of credit. And I laud their in-
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tent, laud their purpose. What about
breaking the deal? What about the law
of unintended or intended -effects?
What about the responsibility of delay-
ing the Senate and possibly delaying 3
yvears of work, 3 years of work to get to
a balanced budget?

As you can see by the tone of my re-
marks, perhaps my patience as a new
Member of the Senate is not near the
patience of Chairman Job, Chairman
Job DOMENICI, in regard to the Budget
Committee.

Now, I had intended on reading the
names of all the Senators, their amend-
ments and lauding their intent in be-
half of all the things that we would
like to see done. As I say, I have them
all here. They range from everything
from highways to education to defense
to making sure that we have proper tax
relief across the board. I will not do
that. But I would at least ask my col-
leagues in the Senate to consider the
job and the mission and what our dis-
tinguished chairman and members of
the Budget Committee have brought to
the floor of the Senate. And if we
could, if we could plead for a little bit
of expeditious consideration, because
you know what is going to happen.
Time will run out and then we will en-
gage in what the Senate calls a
votearama, and the votearama is like
“Jeopardy’” or any other game you
play on television. You will not even
hear what the amendment is. We will
just hear an amendment by X, Y, or Z,
Senator X, Y, or Z and then we will
vote on it and obviously that will make
a good statement back home and we
can consider that very serious bill,
that serious legislative intent during
the regular order which should have
been considered that way from the
first.

Again, I thank the chairman so
much.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. I will be delighted to
yield.

Mr. ASHCROFT. 1 appreciate the
Senator’s remarks. When the Senator
holds the stack of amendments, is he
suggesting there should be no amend-
ments or is he just focused on sense-of-
the-Senate amendments?

Mr. ROBERTS. I think if I could fur-
ther clarify that, of the 45 amendments
there are about 6 deal breakers, if my
conversation with the chairman is cor-
rect. Most of them are sense of Senate.
And there are others that have been
agreed to. But my basic premise is—
and goodness knows, this new Member
of the Senate is not about to say that
we should change the process of the
Senate. And this Member of the Senate
is not about to preclude any Member
from offering any amendment.

The point that I am trying to make
is that every amendment, every sense-
of-the-Senate amendment, every deal-
breaking amendment also to some de-
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gree interferes with the process and the
conclusion of a balanced budget which
has taken us 3 years. And I know be-
cause I have been sitting in the chair
presiding, listening to the same speech-
es that are made today in the Chamber
during morning business, and people
can make them in their districts; they
can make them on the steps of the Cap-
itol; they can make them here, and
that is quite proper of the Senate and
is advisable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. ROBERTS. Could I have an addi-
tional minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator seeks an additional minute. Who
yields him time?

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time does
the Senator desire?

Mr. ROBERTS.
minute.

Mr. DOMENICL. I yield it.

Mr. ROBERTS. I find it rather unto-
ward or awkward after talking 10 min-
utes and expressing concern of the time
here I would go on and on about this. I
think the point is well taken. I know
the Senator from Missouri has a very
laudable amendment in regards to
something I would agree with and I
would not deny him that opportunity.
But can we not get on with it after 3
yvears?

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

AMENDMENT NO. 311

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
make it very clear to everyone in the
Senate, first of all, I have nothing but
the highest respect and admiration for
both the sponsors of this amendment,
the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia, who has worked diligently to try
to create the transportation programs
in the committee he serves and do it in
the best interests of our whole country,
and believe you me, he has had a tough
job, and so has Senator BAUCUS in
doing a great job, whether working on
the committee or with transportation
infrastructure.

Their job is very difficult because
they have to balance frequently the in-
terests of all 50 States or those that
are rural versus those that are very
dense in terms of population and thus
roadway needs are very different in his
State or mine as compared with New
Jersey, if you just take into account
how much gasoline tax is taken in be-
cause we are small, with small popu-
lations, but we cannot get from one
place to another without roads, so we
are in a different category. And over
the decades we have all worked very
hard to figure out how to do that bal-
ancing act. And then it turns out when
it is all finished, the House does it dif-
ferently than the Senate because the

One additional
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Senate is represented two Senators to
each State. So Senator BAucus and his
co-Senator represent a very small pop-
ulation but they are two. In the House,
they always load the bills with the
heavy populated States and over here
we try to do it with a little more fair-
ness, more fair play.

They have had to be referees over
that. In fact, I might tell the Senators,
they probably do not remember, but I
was a referee on that once as a con-
feree, and that was pretty interesting,
how we found a formula that year.

I might say, in spite of these acco-
lades, this is a very, very strange
amendment, to say the least. Here we
have been for all these days discussing
a balanced budget, and as a matter of
fact even those who would break this
budget did not unbalance the budget.
Or even those who had deal breakers
because they would take the principal
components of the budget and change
them, as our leader said yesterday,
pulling the wheels out from under the
cart so it would break down. This
amendment makes no effort to try to
offset the $12 billion that they add to
this budget.

In other words, Mr. President and fel-
low Senators, this amendment is bold
enough to say it just does not matter
about a balanced budget. We just want
to put in $12 billion more for highways.
Frankly, I am sorry we do not have the
money in this budget for that. But we
did in fact, we did in fact increase the
President’s proposal by $10.4 billion.
That is $10.4 billion more than the
President had in mind, and we balanced
the budget. We offset it somewhere or
in some way reduced the amount of tax
cut we were going to have in the over-
all sense of putting the package to-
gether.

But this amendment just comes
along and says, well, we just want this
additional money spent on highways,
and we will wait until another day to
worry about the balance. Frankly, we
had a very meager surplus in the year
2002. This particular amendment costs
$4.5 billion in the year 2002, and that
will bring us out of balance by over $2.5
billion.

So I urge the Senators who want to
support this amendment or this con-
cept, they ought to come down to the
floor and cut $12 billion out of this
budget so it is still in balance. Then we
would understand what would be hit—
education and everything else we have
been trying to fund.

So I must say on this one the admin-
istration supports us. We were not so
sure yesterday morning, I say to my
good friend from Kentucky, but they
support us. They sent a letter up here
saying they do not support this amend-
ment. They support our efforts to see
that it does not pass.

Frankly, I would be less than honest
and less than fair with the cosponsors—
it is clear we are going to have to do
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something when the ISTEA Program
comes along in the not too distant fu-
ture. We are going to have to make
some serious, serious adjustments. And
I think those are going to happen. Per-
haps the Senators will help expedite
that a bit today by calling to the at-
tention of the Senate the situation as
you see it.

But essentially, we have many trust
funds in the United States, many trust
funds. I used to know how many. But I
think it is probably fair to say we have
100 trust funds. I think that is low by
50. I think we have 150. But let us just
say we have 100 of them.

Frankly, we do not spend every
penny that comes into those trust
funds every year, nor do we take them
and set them out on the side and say
whatever comes in goes out. We have
put them in the unified budget. I am
not sure—people argue on both sides of
that concept. Should you break Gov-
ernment up into 150 pieces and then
find some more pieces and have no cen-
tral government running things, no
unified budget, I should say. Forget
who runs it, just a budget representing
them all. And I have come down on the
side of putting them all in and leaving
them in, and if there is surpluses take
credit for the surpluses. As a matter of
fact, it is pretty clear that at some
point we are going to have to change
the way we are doing business, not per-
haps spend more. But I would urge Sen-
ators not to vote for this amendment
today. I will move to table it. I think
it breaks the budget. It unbalances the
budget. The intentions are very, very
good, but this is not quite the way to
do it.

Now I yield to Senator LAUTENBERG—

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.

Mr. WARNER. I thank him for the
courtesy. Let’s clarify a little bit just
how the Senator as chairman of the
Budget Committee—and certainly we
commend him for the hard work he has
done. What is the meaning of a trust
fund?

Let’s be honest. You are keeping $26
billion, according to my calculation,
holding it back, of the revenues paid at
the gas tank, as if it were poker chips
to play where you so desire elsewhere
in the budget. We specifically did not
put in offsets because the offset is
there in a trust fund established 42
yvears ago with a legislative history
which clearly said that it belongs to
the people and should be returned to
the people. That is why we did not have
an offset. The offset is there in the
form of the money in the highway
trust fund. Shall we rename that budg-
et deficit fund?

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, you will be
writing the new ISTEA law. If you will
care to rename it, it will be renamed
under your direction, not under mine.
But I would say, from what 1 can find
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out, this $26 billion trust fund surplus—
we spend about $20 billion each year
and they have done that for a long
time. This $26 billion that is referred to
is made up of two things: $20.6 billion
of it is compounded interest, and $5.9 is
committed to projects. Frankly, that
does not mean we have an awful lot of
money to spend. As a matter of fact,
we probably do not have very much.
But, from my standpoint, this trust
fund balance is a very reasonable bal-
ance to keep in the fund. If at some
point we can get to a better plan and
do it over a period of time, you are
going to find this Senator on your side.

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. Did Senator LAUTEN-
BERG want to speak now?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I do.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 20 minutes
left; the other side has 12 minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we all
deeply appreciate the amount of work
the Senator from New Mexico has made
to try to put this together. It is an al-
most impossible task. He made an in-
teresting statement, though, that I
would just like to follow up on a little
bit. He turned to the Senator from Vir-
ginia a few minutes ago—if I heard you
correctly; I do not want to put words in
your mouth—and said something to the
effect: Yes, you are right. At some fu-
ture time when we take up ISTEA we
are going to have to deal with defi-
ciencies that are otherwise going to be
available to be spent on the highway
bill, ISTEA.

If T heard him correctly, if that is
what he meant, I would just like to ex-
plore with the chairman where we
might find some of those additional
dollars if it’s not in the context of this
budget resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, you did not
quote me so incorrectly that I would
say you didn’t quote me right. But, in
essence I am just expressing the notion
that is pretty rampant, that outside of
this budget resolution, at a later date,
that in various committees we will be
working on what do we do with this
highway trust fund and what do we do
with the new formula, where there will
be a new formula.

All T am suggesting is at some point
that debate is going to occur, but I
don’t believe it should occur here on
the floor of the Senate, taking $12 bil-
lion and just adding it to this budget
and saying we are just going to go in
the red because we have not figured out
any other way. There is going to be an-
other way to look at this situation.

Mr. BAUCUS. But again I ask you, at
what time, at what point would we
begin to find the additional dollars
that we all know we need for transpor-
tation?

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, look, the
committees in the U.S. Senate are
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marvelous institutions, and how you
work out problems that are com-
plicated and difficult and frequently of
longstanding—the Senate is historic in
its wise ways of doing this.

Mr. BAUCUS. I understand.

Mr. DOMENICI. All T am suggesting
is there is going to be a way.

Mr. BAUCUS. I understand, but I bow
to the mighty power of the Budget
Committee, when we see the limita-
tions that otherwise are incumbent
upon us—

Mr. DOMENICI. I might suggest, I
served on that committee for a long
time, Senator WARNER. In fact, I would
have been chairman three times over
with the longevity I would have if I
would have been there.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we
want the Senator where he is. Please
stay. By the way, I volunteered three
times to serve on the Budget Com-
mittee, and my name will be on there
one of these days.

Mr. DOMENICI. All right. Now, how
much time do we have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 17 minutes
left.

Mr. DOMENICI. I wanted to yield to
Senator LAUTENBERG, who is my ally
here on the floor on this issue, and
then find a little time of mine out of it
to yield to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am not going
to take that much time, Mr. President.
I think the chairman of the Budget
Committee has fairly directly and suc-
cinctly made the arguments. The fact
of the matter is that none of us are
happy with the level of funding that we
have for our investments in highways
and our transportation needs. We are
more deficient, in many ways, than
countries down the Third World list. I
think we rank about 55th in per capita
spending for infrastructure.

So, one would not disagree with the
distinguished Senator from Virginia or
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana in terms of the need, the need to
correct the situation. But unfortu-
nately, and it is unfortunate for me be-
cause I have long been an advocate of
more spending on transportation in
this country. I think it is common
knowledge that the Senator from New
Jersey has been an advocate of mass
transit, of rail transportation, improv-
ing our highway system, of fixing our
deficient bridges, which number in the
thousands. But we have a proposal in
hand that takes a priority, unfortu-
nately, for the moment. That is, to
complete the work we started on a bal-
anced budget. We are committed to it.

Believe me, this is not a place I enjoy
being, because I do not agree with ev-
erything that is in the budget resolu-
tion. But I agree with it enough to say
that there is a consensus that we ful-
filled an obligation that we talked
about to children, children’s health, to
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the senior citizens, to try to make
Medicare solvent, to try to not further
burden the impoverished in terms of
Medicare, to try to take care of those
who are in this country legally and be-
come disabled. We fulfilled those obli-
gations.

The economy is moving along at a
very good rate and we are still running
the risk, in my view, with some of the
tax cuts that have been proposed, of
taking us away from the direction that
we are moving in, which is to continue
to reduce the budget deficit until the
yvear 2002, when there will be none.

So we have an imperfect, but pretty
good, solution in front us. And, now
what we are discussing, in terms of
transportation—and this is like me
talking against motherhood—but the
transportation funds that are there are
inadequate because of the structure of
our budgeting structure, the budgeting
arrangement that we have in our Gov-
ernment. The fact is that we have uni-
fied budgets. If one wants to start, as
has been claimed here several times,
establishing truth in budgeting, under
that nomenclature I think one would
have to start with Social Security.

Are we prepared today to say we are
going to add $70 billion to our deficit
each year? We certainly are not. Yet I
think, when you talk about a trust
fund, there is no more sanctified trust
fund than Social Security, something
people paid in, they are relying on for
their future, for their ability to get
along. But we nevertheless still have
the unified budget. That problem, I as-
sure you, is going to get intense scru-
tiny over the next several years.

Senator ROBERTS said something—I
don't know whether you were here,
Senator DOMENICI, when he said: Every-
body, in order to have the budget fully
understood, every Senator should be
sentenced to 6 months on the Budget
Committee. I thought immediately,
there is a constitutional prohibition
agdinst cruel and inhuman punish-
ment, so we could not do that, even if
we wanted to. I am on the Budget Com-
mittee by a quirk of circumstance.
When I came here, a fellow I had
known who was a Senator said that he
would do me a favor and that he would
vacate his seat on the Budget Com-
mittee for me. And I will get even.

The fact of the matter is, we com-
plain and we gripe, but the money is
where the policy is, the money is where
the direction is. We take this assign-
ment with a degree of relish, because
we want to do the right thing. None of
us want to throw the taxpayers’ money
away. But we are where we are.

It is with reluctance that I am oppos-
ing this amendment because both Sen-
ators, Senator WARNER and Senator
BAucus, have been very actively in-
volved in highway funding and highway
legislation as a result of our mutual
service on the Environment and Public
Works Committee. But we are spending
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more than we did last year. We are
spending more than the budget resolu-
tion of just 2 years ago.

I was able, with a lot of hard work
and with the support of the chairman
of the committee, to get an $8.7 billion
increase over the President’s budget re-
quest for transportation. I had asked
that transportation be included as one
of the top priorities in the budget. Un-
fortunately it is not there. But there is
a plan, that we expect to be fulfilled, to
have a reserve fund that would allow
significantly more funding for some of
the transportation needs.

But I want to point out one thing
about the trust fund. That is, there is
a slow payout in highway projects. I
think everybody is aware of that—S5, 7
yvears on many of these things. If we
shut down the revenue source now, in-
terest alone would not carry the obli-
gations that are already out there. The
obligation ceiling as contrasted with
the contract authority are quite dif-
ferent things. We have these obliga-
tions that have to be fulfilled, they are
there and one day must be met. The
balances in the fund, I think, will start
coming down with the adjustments
that are expected to occur in ISTEA.
We have the chairman of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee on
the floor. That will be opportunity to
make some of the changes that are
being contemplated here.

I just think it is a terrible time to
say we ought to burden the budget def-
icit by $12 billion, roughly, right now,
when everybody has worked so hard,
and this budget has been scrubbed, re-
viewed, rewashed, rehashed—you name
it. We are where we are, in a fairly deli-
cate balance, I point out to my col-
leagues. There are very delicate oppor-
tunities that will, I think, upset the
balance that has been achieved. So,
again, I repeat myself when I say with
reluctance I am going to vote against
it.

Mr. WARNER. Will my colleague
yield for a brief question?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Sure.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator, a member of our
committee, Environment and Public
Works, is, according to my records, a
cosponsor of a piece of legislation
called ISTEA—NEXTEA. Am I not cor-
rect?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is correct.

Mr. WARNER. In that, it is inter-
esting, there are three bills put in by
Members of the Senate. I am co-
author—Senator  BAUCUS, Senator
GRrRAHAM of Florida; STEP 21, Senator
Baucus is 2000, you are with Senator
CHAFEE.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Right.

Mr. WARNER. ISTEA. Look into
that bill. Right in there is a provision
saying we want $26 billion each year,
far more than what the Senator from
Virginia is asking. I build up to $26 bil-
lion in the fifth year. You want it be-
ginning this year. In other words, you
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are saying to the Senate, in a cospon-
sored piece of legislation together with
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, you want 326 billion. Now you
stand on this floor and talk in direct
opposite. That is what leaves me at a
loss. So the question is, you are a co-
sponsor and——

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, in
response to the question, before the
speech, I would say this—yes, I spon-
sored that legislation.

My heart is in more funding for
transportation, and no one here can
say differently. The problem is that we
are in a different point in time, and if
you want to take it out of highways
and say forget the children's health
care bill, if you want to take it out of
highways and forget the pledge we
made to the senior citizens, or take it
out of this bill and forget the pledge
that we made to those who might be
disabled, let’s do it, let’s talk about
that. Let's talk about balancing the
budget, because I know the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia has been
a proponent of a balanced budget al-
most from the day the words were in-
vented around here.

So now we have a different occasion.
We are not talking about transpor-
tation; we all agree that transpor-
tation is definitely underfunded. What
we are talking about is at what price
do we make this change, and the price
is at, again, children’s health or other-
wise, because we are committed to bal-
ancing this budget. And this is strange
talk for a fellow like me.

Mr. DOMENICI. I think it is right on,
and I hope you make it about five or
six times in the remaining couple
hours. I look forward to hearing it
more times than one.

Mr. President, I wonder, how much
time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 7 minutes;
the Senator from Virginia has 10 min-
utes, almost 11 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
vield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island, the chair-
man of the full Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works, Senator
CHAFEE.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished manager of the bill.

I rise in opposition today to the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Virginia and the Senator from
Montana. I might say, these are two
Senators for whom I have tremendous
respect. I have worked with them. The
Senator from Virginia, I think we first
started our association in 1969, and the
Senator from Montana, I started work-
ing with him the first year he came to
the Senate, which I think was 1978,
1979, and we have been closely associ-
ated ever since.

However, this amendment, which
would increase outlays for transpor-
tation spending above the levels pro-
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vided in the resolution before us, I find
to be inconsistent with the achieve-
ment of a balanced budget by the year
2002.

The Senator from Virginia just said
it went beyond the bill, the so-called
NEXTEA bill that goes beyond this,
and that is absolutely right, but that
was before we had a target from the
Budget Committee. I believe strongly
in the budgetary process we have set
up. I voted for it, and I support it.

I think we all can agree that the Na-
tion’s roads and bridges are in need of
repair. No one argues with that. Trans-
portation plays a critical role in our
Nation's economy. We recognize that.
In the United States, more than 12 mil-
lion people, more than 11 percent of the
gross national product, is involved in
transportation.

Earlier this year, I cosponsored a
measure to increase, within the con-
text of a unified budget, the level of
transportation spending from the high-
way trust fund. I am pleased that the
budget agreement, crafted by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico and the Senator
from New Jersey, increases the spend-
ing levels implicit in that proposal, the
so-called Bond-Chafee proposal. It is
$13 billion over a freeze baseline. That
is pretty good.

Would we like more? Sure we would.
But I think it is terribly important to
recognize that any proposal that boosts
highway spending or transportation
spending without corresponding offsets
is something I personally cannot sup-
port. So, I agree with Senators WARNER
and Baucus that transportation spend-
ing should be increased, but not in a
manner that would undermine the
careful agreement reached by the
Budget Committee.

Do we like everything in this budget?
No, but it is the best we can get. I am
supporting that agreement. It seems to
me we simply cannot afford to retreat
from our efforts .to eliminate the Fed-
eral deficit.

So that, Mr. President, is the reason
I cannot support this amendment that
is before us today. I thank the Chair
and thank the manager and thank the
distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee that deals with these mat-
ters. He has worked on them, and I
know his heart is in this. As always, he
argues his case with vigor and consid-
erable force.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, might I
ask a gquestion on my time of my dis-
tinguished chairman?

There are three bills pending before
the Senate relating to the reauthoriza-
tion of ISTEA. I mentioned that. Sev-
enty-four colleagues have signed one of
those three bills. Each one of those
bills has the higher level of $26 billion.
I say to my colleague, he also is a co-
sponsor of the Bond-Chafee/Chafee-
Bond legislation. The principle that
Senator Baucus and I are arguing
today precisely is the Chafee-Bond bill.
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I ask the Senator, does he feel there is
any difference in principle?

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. First of all, I am
pleased to call it the Chafee-Bond pro-
posal.

Mr. WARNER. Call it what you want.

Mr. CHAFEE. We call it that in
Rhode Island. What the Chafee-Bond
proposal does is it says that what came
in in the previous year—we do not deal
with the interest, we do not deal
with——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I do not
need an explanation. In principle, pay
it in, take it out, isn’t that right, in
simple English?

Mr. CHAFEE. That’s right.

Mr. WARNER. Fine, that's all I need
to say.

Mr. CHAFEE. What comes in this
year goes out next year, and that prin-
ciple is in this budget.

Mr. WARNER. That principle is in
this amendment. I thank the distin-
guished Senator. That is all we are
asking. But it is interesting we are
asking for less than what is paid in to
come out, recognizing the challenge be-
fore the Budget Committee.

So I say, once again, T4 colleagues
have signed on to legislation. We are
going to have to answer to our con-
stituents, Mr. President, on this vote.
You say one thing in sponsoring the
bills, and we will see how consistent
you are. I will put a letter on the desk
signed by 56 Senators as to how they
spoke to this. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Senator from
Virginia yield for a few minutes?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I yield
all but a minute and a half, 2 minutes
I have reserved.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we
heard today from both the chairman
and the ranking member of the Budget
Committee that we need to address
this problem; the problem that there is
a deficiency in highway-mass transit-
infrastructure spending that must be
dealt with at sometime. But they are
also saying they feel constrained to say
they cannot deal with it here because
they feel constrained by the budget
resolution, a resolution agreed to prin-
cipally between the White House and
the leadership.

They talk about an $8 billion in-
crease. That does not include interest.
And because the country is growing,
because of additional needs we have
and the crumbling bridges, if this reso-
lution is adopted, Senators should
know that they will receive less in dol-
lars than they will need for their
State’s infrastructure.

The Senators, the chairman and
ranking member, say, ‘“Well, we will
deal with it in the future at some-
time,” acknowledging that there is a
problem and we need more transpor-
tation dollars. I must remind Senators
that we have a difficult problem ahead
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of us. When we in the Environment and
Public Works Committee in the coming
weeks write a bill dealing with CMAQ,
dealing with formulas, donor States,
donee States, so on and so forth, what
do we look at? We look at the number
that the Budget Committee sends to
us. We are constrained by that number.
We must then write a 5- or 6-year bill
which locks in the spending limits that
the Budget Committee prescribes for
us. We are locked in for 5 or 6 years.

Those lower levels cannot be changed
next year by a new budget resolution,
cannot be changed until or unless this
Congress writes a new highway bill. I
am not so sure this Congress is going
to want to write a new highway bill
every year. So I am saying that this is
the time to deal with this problem. It
is now. Otherwise, we are locked in for
6 years to inadequate numbers.

We want to make an adjustment of
less than one-tenth of 1 percent of our
Federal budget, less than one-tenth of 1
percent of our Federal budget, which I
am fully confident can be dealt with in
conference. It is critical that this
amendment be adopted so that we are
not locked in over the next 6 years to
inadequate numbers. We will be locked
into these numbers if this resolution is
adopted. We can make adjustments in
all the other accounts and still main-
tain the core provisions of the bipar-
tisan agreement.

So I urge Senators to, therefore, vote
for this so we can do what we know is
right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair notes 2 minutes remain for the
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, is that
all the time that is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. The Senator from New Mexico
has 2 minutes; the Senator from Vir-
ginia has 2 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I com-
mend my distinguished colleague. He,
in his concluding remarks, gave the
clarion call: When we cast the vote, we
simply cast a vote to say to the Budget
Committee, “*Go back and look for that
very small fraction so we can avoid
this flat green line which is correctly
represented on this chart, and allow
our several States to build that infra-
structure necessary to compete in this
world market.”

What we have left out, my distin-
guished colleague and myself, are
pages and pages of added requests by
our colleagues. I totaled over $7 billion
in addition to what is to be allocated
under the formulation for superb pro-
grams that are badly needed by the
country: Appalachian highway system;
for the Indian reservation roads; for ex-
pansion of the intelligent transpor-
tation system; for innovative financing
initiatives; for new funding to meet in-
frastructure—on and on it goes.

We want to, Senator BAucUS and I to-
gether with other members of our sub-
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committee and full committee, try and
do this, but those we haven’t even dis-
cussed today. We will never get to one
nickel of this unless we are given some
additional flexibility.

So we say, with all due respect, we
are simply asking a voice mandate in
support of our constituents to the
Budget Committee, ‘“Go back and reex-
amine the desperate need of America
for these dollars.”

I thank the Chair. I yield back all
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yvields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Do I have 2 minutes
and that is it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
suggest, again, to Senators who might
be listening or those who might be lis-
tening in their stead, in this budget, we
have tried to do many things. We have
tried to cut taxes for the American
people; we have tried to cover little
children who are uninsured with $16
billion; we have tried to cover the Na-
tional Institutes of Health with a 3.5-
percent increase.

We heard from people what America
had to be doing, and, in each instance,
we had to get rid of something. In fact,
I have not said it yet, but the Presi-
dent gave up 50 percent of his initia-
tives in the compromise that was
made, and every time we did it, we
said, ‘‘Let’s balance the budget; let’s
balance the budget.” We would come
back and say, ‘‘Well, we want to add
this, what do we take out?” And we
would take something out. What we
have here today is $12 billion as if it
just flopped out of the sky; no effort to
balance the budget, no effort to offset
it with expenditures so we can all see
where do you pick up the $12 billion
that is needed for highways?

Everybody understands that high-
ways are very much needed in America,
but this budget, for the first time, will
permit us to spend every cent of new
taxes that comes into that fund every
single year. We are moving in the right
direction. Every cent of new gasoline
tax that goes into this fund under this
budget agreement will be spent in that
year that it comes in, obligated during
that year. That is a giant stride in the
direction that we have been asked to
go by many people in our country.

Frankly, every Governor in America
sends a letter in. They want more
money. And then some of them get up
and criticize that we do not balance
the budget right. The lead Governor in
America, the head of the association,
he wants every penny of highway
funds, but this budget resolution just
does not get the job done right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI). All time has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and move to table the
amendment, and ask for the yeas and
nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 80 Leg.]

YEAS—51
Allard Enzi Lugar
Bennett Feingold Mack
Biden Feinstein McCain
Bond Ford Moseley-Braun
breaux Frist Moynihan
Brownback Gorton Murkowski
Campbell Gramm Nickles
Chafee Grassley Reed
Cleland Gregg Roberts
Cochran Hagel Rockefeller
Collins Hutchison Roth
Coverdell Kohl Santorum
Craig Kyl Smith (NH)
D’Amato Landrien Smith (OR)
Daschle Lautenberg Snowe
Domenici Lieberman Stevens
Durbin Lott Thompson

NAYS—49
Abraham Graham McConnell
Akaka Grams Mikulski
Asheroft Harkin Murray
Baucus Hatch Reid
Bingaman Helms Robb
Boxer Hollings Sarbanes
Bryan Hutchinson Sessions
Bumpers Inhofe Shelby
Burns Inouye Specter
Byrd Jeffords Thomas
Coats Johnson Mhcrond
Conrad Kempthorne
DeWine Kennedy Torricelli
Dodd Kerrey Warner
Dorgan Kerry Wellstone
Faircloth Leahy Wyden
Glenn Levin

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 311) was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to lay it
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. History was made
with this vote, by two votes, and two
votes in the House—that resonates all
across this land. It is a wake-up call to
all those entrusted with the responsi-
bility of keeping America’s infrastruc-
ture modernized and safe so we can
compete in this one-world market. This
is but the first of a series of battles
that will be waged on this floor on be-
half of America’'s transportation sys-
tem. It is my privilege to be a part of
that team.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes. I want to com-
pliment those who offered the amend-
ment for the way they have handled
matters and to tell the same American
people that were listening to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia that
there will be additional highway fund-
ing in years to come, there is no doubt
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about it, but it will not be done at the
expense of unbalancing the budget. It
will not be done at the expense of just
saying we will spend some money even
if the deficit goes up. I look forward to
the day we do it in such a way that it
is balanced and that, as a matter of
fact, if we increase, we cut some things
to make up for the difference so we
stay in balance.

Mr. STEVENS. Will
yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 2 minutes to
Senator STEVENS.

Mr. STEVENS. As chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, I want to
tell the Senate that those of us who are
voting against some of these amend-
ments are doing it because there is no
money to fund these sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolutions. I say to any of you
that want to offer amendments that
change this budget, that authorize ad-
ditional funds—show me the money.
Show me where the money is when you
offer amendments that change the
budget plan agreed to with the Presi-
dent.

I have discussed this with the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia.
We will have the obligation to allot
money within the budget among 13 sub-
committees. A sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution does not give us any more
money but it gives us the problem that
you have sent a message to America
that there is money in this budget to
do something the Senate votes for in a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution.

When the budget resolution, just be-
fore, was voted I asked for a chance to
come to the floor again, and I ask for
you to reserve some time and we will
show where a commitment has been
made by the Senate to fund items
where there is no money. I urge the
Senate to wake up. We are voting
against these matters not because we
are against highways or aid for chil-
dren who need insurance. We are vot-
ing—the Senators from New Mexico
and New Jersey have brought us a reso-
lution. We had a budget that has been
worked out with the President and we
have a chance to vote for a balanced
budget. I do not want to be accused of
being a tightwad when we allocate the
money under 602(b) of the budget act
and then we do not cover the sense-of-
the-Senate Resolutions.

Again, if anyone is going to accuse us
of being tightwads and not following
the sense of the Senate, I tell you, if
vou vote for one of these things, you
show us where the money is and we will
allocate it. We will not be misled by
these attempts to gain publicity and to
gain some credit at home on a bill like
this. This is a very serious bill. The
two of us are going to have a horren-
dous job trying to meet our duties even
within this budget, so do not give us
any more of this funny money. You
show me real money and I will allocate
it to your function.

the Senator
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Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself in considerable meas-
ure with the distinguished Senator
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. We have
been voting for a lot of sense-of-the-
Senate resolutions. I think we had one
yesterday, 99-0. We know it is not
going to be paid for.

On this business about infrastruc-
ture, we hear it said that there is no
money. I am from a State that needs
infrastructure. We say there is no
money. I shall state why I supported
the Warner-Baucus amendment. We do
not need a tax cut in this country right
now. We do not need a tax cut. I say
that with respect to the Republican tax
cut and with respect to the tax cut
that is supported by the Administra-
tion. We do not need a tax cut. When
we see what we are doing in this budget
resolution with respect to cutting
taxes—cutting taxes at a time when we
are within reach of balancing the budg-
et, if we were to use that money that is
going for the tax cut, we would balance
this budget much earlier than it is ex-
pected to be balanced now and we could
also use some of that money for infra-
structure. If we want to know where we
can get the money, that is where it can
be found. Let's vote against the tax
cut.

1 am going to vote against this reso-
lution if we have the tax cut tied with
it.

I thank the distinguished Senator.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield myself 2
minutes off the resolution.

Mr. President, I don’t like being put
in the position that appears to be de-
veloping here, that I am against invest-
ment in infrastructure. I stand on my
record of having fought as hard as any-
one in this body to invest more money
in highways, in mass transit, in rail
and aviation, whatever was called for. I
never met a transportation project I
didn’t like if it was a well-founded and
well-thought-out project. But the in-
sinuation by our distinguished friend
from Virginia to caution us and to lay
down the scare that we will be counted
upon or we will be looked upon by the
Record and by the voters, I want to say
this: The Senator from Virginia took
the liberty yesterday of voting against
the funds for crumbling schools,
against schools that are tattered and
falling apart, where children can’t pos-
sibly learn. That was OK to vote
against. And the appeal wasn't made,
and there was no threat that if you
vote against this, you are committing
those kids to an even more difficult as-
signment to try and lift themselves up.

1 have defended investments in trans-
portation as chairman of the Sub-
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committee on Transportation of the
Appropriations Committee. Without
fail, I have defended investing more.
But the onerous comparison is that we
neglected our responsibility. It is al-
most as if you are unpatriotic.

I don’t really like everything in this
budget resolution. But I am committed
by my constitutional responsibilities.
If 1 take the assignment, I have to
work on it. We negotiated in good
faith, and I don't like some of the tax
concessions we have in there. But 1
think middle-class people in this coun-
try are entitled to some tax relief. I
think those who want to send their
kids to college are entitled to some
help to get them the first step up on
the economic ladder.

No, I don't like it all. But I have my
duty to do, and I did it. It wasn't pleas-
ant. It wasn’t pleasant when I went
into the Army in World War II, either,
but I did it. And the insinuation that
somehow or other I have deserted my
responsibility is one that really offends

me.

We did what we thought was best,
each one of us, whatever the vote was.
I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that I was to be able to
call up an amendment at this time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is in the
order. That is true.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, before I
use any of that time, just as a matter
of courtesy and parliamentary process,
my distinguished colleague is also
standing for recognition.

If T could ask the Chair what the Sen-
ator’s intent might be, we might be
able to work out an arrangement.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my in-
tention, having talked to the ranking
Member, was to seek 10 minutes for de-
bate on the resolution. Whatever fits
with the schedule of the Senator from
Massachusetts will be fine with me.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It is a commit-
ment that was made, I say to the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. But the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts did have a
priority and was on record as being
next in line. If an accommodation can
be made between the two—if not, the
Senator from Massachusetts has an op-
portunity to offer an amendment.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from North Dakota be permitted to
proceed for 10 minutes, and subse-
quently, when he completes, that I be
recognized for the purposes of calling
up my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Massachusetts for his
courtesy. I wanted to speak for a cou-
ple of minutes on the resolution itself

the
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that is brought to the floor of the Sen-
ate. I want to talk just for a moment
about what it is and what it is not.

This piece of legislation is a budget
agreement that I intend to vote for on
final passage. I think a substantial
amount of work has been done by the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
the ranking member, and many others
in the House and the Senate and in the
White House. They have negotiated in
very difficult circumstances the terms
of a budget agreement. But, as I said, I
want to talk about what this is and
what it is not.

This is a budget agreement that pro-
vides a balanced budget of the unified
budget. Is that something that has
merit? Yes, it is. Is that something
that moves in the right direction? Yes,
it does. But it is not a balanced budget
amendment that balances the budget
without the use of trust funds, such as
the Social Security fund. I want every-
body to be clear about that.

On page 4 of this budget resolution,
which is on the desks of all Senators, it
says “‘deficit.” On line 24, it says ‘“‘def-
icit” in the year 2002, ‘‘$108 billion.”
Why does it say that?

It says that because this piece of leg-
islation balances what is called the
unified budget. Many of us believe
there is another step to be taken after
that. That is to balance the budget
without the use of trust funds, espe-
cially without the use of Social Secu-
rity trust funds.

For that reason, I voted for the ini-
tiative offered yesterday by the Sen-
ator from South Carolina. It got very
few votes, I might say. But he said, let
us balance the budget and not do tax
cuts and not do added investments at
the start so that we balance the budget
completely without using the trust
fund, and then, as the economy
strengthens and as we have extra
money, let us provide for the tax cuts
and let us provide for the added invest-
ments. Obviously, that proposal failed.

I will vote for this budget agreement.
But it is not truly a balanced budget.
It moves in the direction, and it moves
the right way. But it will leave this
country, still, with a deficit. That
must be the next step following action
on this document.

There are several steps here in climb-
ing a flight of stairs to get to the point
where we make real progress. One step
we took in 1993. I was one who voted for
the budget in 1993. I am glad I did. I
said at the time it was a very con-
troversial vote. It passed by one vote in
the U.S. Senate—a budget agreement
to substantially reduce the Federal
budget deficit. It passed by one vote,
the vote of the Vice President of the
United States.

Some paid a very heavy price for that
vote because it was controversial. It
cut spending. And, yes, it raised some
taxes. But what was the result of that
vote in 1993? The result was a dramati-
cally reduced budget deficit.
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In that year, the unified budget def-
icit was close to $290 billion. Again,
using the unified budget, the Congres-
sional Budget Office now says the uni-
fied budget deficit is going to be, at the
end of year, $67 billion.

What has caused all of that? Well, a
good economy and a 1993 budget act
that a lot of people here had the cour-
age to vote for, that passed by one
vote, that says, let’s put us moving in
the right direction; let’s move us in the
right direction to substantially reduce
the budget deficit. And only with that
vote, and only with the progress that
came from that vote, are we now able
to take another very large step in mov-
ing toward a balanced budget.

What was the result of that vote? It
was interesting. We had people in 1993
on the floor of the Senate who said, if
you cast a “yes' vote and pass this
budget, the economy will collapse; the
country will go into a recession; it
means higher deficits and a higher
debt; it means the economy goes into a
tailspin.

It passed with my vote—and, yes, the
votes of some of my colleagues who de-
cided to say to this country that we are
serious, that we are going to move this
country in the right direction even if
the choice is painful for us to cast this
vote.

What happened? What happened was
4 years of sustained economic growth,
inflation coming down, down, down,
and down, and unemployment coming
down and down for 4 years in a row. We
have more people working. This coun-
try now has 12 million more people on
the payrolls that we did in 1993. We
have an economy that is moving ahead,
a deficit that is moving down, and in-
flation that is at a 30-year low.

I wonder if those who predicted doom
from that vote now won't join us and
say, “‘You did the right thing. It wasn’t
easy to do. But because you did it, we
stand here today now able to take the
next step."” The next step is a step in
which we now try to choose priorities.

What do we make investments on in
our country, and where do we cut real
levels of spending?

That is what this document is about.
It is a compromise between Repub-
licans and Democrats, between a Presi-
dent and Congress, that tries to estab-
lish priorities. Frankly, while it re-
duces spending in some areas, it cuts
out entire classes of spending in others.
It also increases some investment in
spending in yet other areas.

What are those? Education: It makes
a lot of sense for us even as we attempt
to move toward solving this country’s
fiscal problems to say that we don’t
solve the problems of the future by re-
treating on things like educating our
kids.

So this piece of legislation says edu-
cation is a priority—more Pell grants,
more Head Start, more investing in
education, from young kids to college
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age and beyond. It says we are going to
invest in education.

Then it says the environment and
health care. It says these areas are pri-
orities. They are areas that make this
country strong, and we will continue to
invest in those areas even as we move
to reconcile our books so that we are
not spending more than we take in.

That is why this is important, and it
is why it is successful. I am pleased,
frankly, after all of these years, to be
on the floor of the Senate saying this is
something that is bipartisan. Finally,
Republicans and Democrats, rather
than exerting all of their energy to
fight each other and beat each other,
are deciding there are ways that we
can join each other and pass a piece of
legislation that moves this country in
the right direction. I think the Amer-
ican people probably think it is a pret-
ty good thing that bipartisanship
comes to the floor of the Senate in the
form of this budget resolution.

I started by saying I would talk
about what this is and what it isn’t. I
am going to vote for this. It moves this
country in the right direction. It pre-
serves priorities that are important to
preserve, and investment in this coun-
try's future. It represents a com-
promise. Many of us would have writ-
ten it differently. We didn’t get all we
wanted. But it moves this country in
the right direction while preserving the
kinds of things most of us think are
important as investments in our coun-
try’s future.

This is not a balanced budget, not
truly a balanced budget. It balances
something called the unified budget.
But it is a major step in the right di-
rection. I hope we will take the next
step beyond this to say that, on page 4
of the next budget resolution, line 24,
we will say ‘‘zero’” in a future year.
That is when we will truly have com-
pleted the job.

But the choices here are not always
choices we would like. The choice that
we now ask ourselves is, does this move
us in the right direction with respect
to the things I care a great deal
about—one, fiscal discipline; a more
deficit reduction; investment in edu-
cation, health care, the environment—
things that make this country a better
place? The answer, unequivocally, is
yves. This moves America in the right
direction.

Is it an exercise between the Presi-
dent and Congress, between Democrats
and Republicans, that will give this
country some confidence that the past
is over, that the reckless, the irrespon-
sible fiscal policy of saying let’s spend
money we don't have on things we
don’t need and run up trillions and tril-
lions of dollars of debt for our kids and
our grandkids to assume? Is it a mes-
sage to the American people that we
are beyond that period and have moved
on to a new day of bipartisanship to de-
cide together we can plot a better
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course and move this country toward a
brighter future? The answer to that is
es.

. If the past is any experience, since
1993, the vote we took then to put us on
the road to balancing this budget is a
proud vote and one that I am glad I
cast. I will be glad I cast this vote as
well, because this is the next major
segment of the journey to do what the
American people want us to do on their
behalf and on behalf of so many chil-
dren who will inherit this country.
They will inherit a better country be-
cause of what we will have done in this
Chamber this week.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that we have under nor-
mal regular order an amount of time at
this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair.

I yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has no time. The Senator hasn’t
called up his amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 309

Mr. KERRY. I call up amendment No.
309.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY], for himself, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
KoHL, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. WELLSTONE,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. BINGA-
MAN, proposes an amendment numbered 309.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I now
yield to the Senator from Minnesota 4
minutes.

Mr. President, before I yield let me
just take 1 minute to explain. This is
an amendment to hold out a possi-
bility—I yield myself such time as I
may use—to hold out the possibility
that when we come back in the appro-
priating process, we may be able to
find some money to deal with the issue
of early child development. We do not
spend money now. We do not trade
money. We do not have an offset. We do
not spend. We simply want to be able
to reserve the capacity to come back at
a later time to deal with this issue. I
will explain why I feel that is so impor-
tant, as do the other Senators joining
me. This is an amendment that is co-
sponsored by Senators KoHL, MOSELEY-
BRAUN, WELLSTONE, ROCKEFELLER, MI-
KULSKI, MURRAY, and BINGAMAN.

I now yield 4 minutes to the Senator
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will be very brief.
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I see the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yvield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to yield

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time is
the Senator going to use in total? I am
trying to be accommodating. Use as
much time as you like. Do we have any
idea?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I cannot
tell the Senator precisely, but I can ab-
solutely tell you I am going to yield
back time. I think it will be somewhere
in the vicinity of a half-hour.

Mr. DOMENICI. My problem is, Mr.
President, I have to go to an important
meeting with the minority and the ma-
jority leaders, and I have not had a
chance to speak to the Senator about
this amendment. I want to speak to
him about it. I am wondering, if the
Senator does use his whole half-hour,
could we then get another amendment
ready and call it up and set the amend-
ment aside?

Mr. KERRY. I will be delighted to set
this aside for whatever period of time
the manager would like. I do want to
engage in a dialog on it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
agree when he is finished——

Mr. KERRY. I will agree to request
that this be set aside.

Mr. DOMENICI. When the Senator is
finished, will he suggest the absence of
a quorum and I will return as soon as
I can?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I will be
happy to agree with the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Then 1 ask unani-
mous consent that when they are fin-
ished with the argument, the quorum
call be called for and I will then attend
the meeting and return as quickly as I
can.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. We cannot do that.
We all understand.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 1
will have an opportunity to have an
amendment and speak on it a little
later this afternoon, so let me be very
brief.

1 rise to support this amendment
that Senator KERRY has introduced. I
think more than anything else it is an
amendment that almost asks us to en-
gage in some reflection. It does not call
for spending any additional money. It
asks us to pause and think deeply
about our priorities and at least con-
sider the possibility that we might
eventually be able as we go through
this reconciliation process to make
some significant investment in these
very critical and very important early
Years.

As a former college teacher, and I
think more importantly as a parent

the
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and grandparent, I am absolutely con-
vinced from my own experience and
from spending time in a school in Min-
nesota about every 2 or 3 weeks during
the school year we have to get to the
point where every child who comes to
kindergarten has been read to widely,
that we have to get to the point where
every child who comes to kindergarten
knows the alphabet and knows how to
spell his or her name, knows colors,
shapes, and sizes. And we have to get to
the point where every child who comes
to kindergarten comes with that sort
of wonderful readiness to learn.

The critical challenge for all of us,
which kind of speaks to what we are
really about, speaks to what our good-
ness is, is to make sure that each and
every child enters kindergarten with
this wonderful readiness to learn. The
problem is that for all too many chil-
dren this does not happen. I am sure
that Senator KERRY has referenced so
much the neuroscience evidence that is
coming out now. I think we know what
to do. I do not think it is true we do
not know what to do. And we just have
to get it right. There is sort of an
interconnection of the nutrition part
and the health care part and the intel-
lectual development and child care
part and we have to do much better for
children in this country.

Hopefully this amendment will be an
amendment that will generate bipar-
tisan support. I think it is a plea. 1
think it is a call upon all of us to re-
flect. It is an effort to say to all of us,
think deeply and let us, at least, hold
out the possibility as we move through
this reconciliation process we can in-
vest in these children and their oppor-
tunities.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Minnesota not just
for his support for this but especially
for his long-term commitment to it
and his enormous understanding as a
former teacher of how important these
ingredients are.

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. President. I rise today as a sup-
porter of this budget and as a cospon-
sor of the Kerry amendment.

This budget deserves the support of
the Senate for several reasons. It is bi-
partisan and it is centrist. It funds pri-
orities like education and child health
that transcend party lines. It includes
reasonable tax relief targeted toward
families and economic growth. It bal-
ances the budget by the year 2002 and it
produces surpluses to reduce the debt
in the years after that.

This good deal will be made better by
adopting the Kerry amendment which
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makes clear the Senate's commitment
to very young children. A compelling
amount of research on the brain has
confirmed what scientists have long
talked about for years, that the most
significant period in a child’s develop-
ment is between the years of zero to 3.
Unfortunately, the Federal commit-
ment to early childhood education has
not caught up with our understanding
of how important the first 3 years of
life are. Early education and child care
receive fewer resources for teacher
training, salary, and even respect than
the rest of the education system.

According to data compiled by the
Rand Corp., while 90 percent of human
brain growth occurs by the age of 3,
public spending on children in that age
range equals only 8 percent of spending
on all children.

And so, Mr. President, we are clearly
missing a unique opportunity. A look
at the current Department of Edu-
cation budget shows the stark funding
disparity against early childhood edu-
cation. Of $29.4 billion in current esti-
mated education expenditures, only
$1.5 billion or 5 percent is spent on chil-
dren from birth to age 5. A new com-
mitment to quality child care is a nec-
essary response to the fact that chil-
dren between the ages of zero and 3 are
spending more time in care away from
their homes. Almost 60 percent of
women in the work force have children
under the age of 3 requiring care. Many
of these working families will not be
able to find quality child care for their
young children. And while Federal,
State, and local governments have
helped build a strong education system
for 5- to 25-year-olds, care and edu-
cation for zero to 5-year-olds is largely
unstructured, undervalued, and scarce.
Resolving this inequity will require so-
lutions through the public and private
sector.

I proposed legislation to encourage
the private sector to invest in child
care for their employees through a new
tax credit. I intend to work with Sen-
ator HATCH who is the primary cospon-
sor of my bill to see to it that this im-
portant child care incentive is included
in the overall tax provisions of the
budget.

The amendment before us now would
give us the opportunity under this
budget to enhance innovative early
childhood programs focused on the edu-
cational needs of children in the zero
to 3 age group. This initiative does not
earmark a specific amount of money. It
does not create any new bureaucracy
and it does not threaten this budget.
So, Mr. President, a solid and sensible
commitment to early childhood edu-
cation specifically focused on children
from zero to age 3 is long overdue. I
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, and I yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am par-
ticularly grateful to the Senator from
Wisconsin for his support because as a
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supporter of the budget—and he has
long been an advocate of balancing the
budget and reducing the deficit—he has
taken some tough votes in the Senate
in an effort to do that, sometimes sepa-
rating himself from colleagues on this
side of the fence, but he is supportive
of this amendment.

My hope is that colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will not see this
amendment as a threat but, rather, see
it as an opportunity for us to simply
reserve the possibility that as we go
into the process of reconciliation we
may find that revenue expectations are
better or that we are in a better posi-
tion to take money from some other
program that people have thought dif-
ferently about and invest some of it in
early childhood development and edu-
cation.

I have been working to try to develop
a way to do that with Senator CoATs
from Indiana, Senator McCAIN, Senator
BonD, and Senator DEWINE. We have
not yet resolved exactly the method-
ology by which we would want to do it,
but I think it would be a mistake were
the Senate to preclude the oppor-
tunity, to have potential points of
order and all kinds of parliamentary
gobbledygook restrain us from coming
back to this if Senators on both sides
of the aisle can find a good means of
coming together on this. I think there
are enough people on both sides of the
aisle who recognize why this is impor-
tant and why we ought to do it, but my
principal objection to this current
budget that is in front of us is the ab-
sence of a sufficient commitment to
our children.

We hear an enormous amount of talk
in and out of the Senate, all around the
country, properly so, about the implo-
sion of family, about the absence of
family values, the absence of commu-
nity in many cases in our life.

If you look at the statistics with re-
spect to the increase of juvenile vio-
lence and you look at the statistics
with respect to the condition of some
of our education system and schools, if
you look at the absence of after-school
programs, the absence of sufficient
drug treatment and other problems, it
is clear that in many ways what we are
doing is running a national farm sys-
tem for the trouble spots. We are run-
ning a national farm system for young
people to move up the ladder of dif-
ficulty, ultimately to become $50,000-
or $80,000-a-year wards of the State.

Now, that is not an exaggeration.
That is a reality that is documented by
facts, implacable facts that none of us
can deny. The truth is that since 1969,
the gross domestic product of the
United States has doubled, but in that
same span of time child poverty has in-
creased in the United States of Amer-
ica by 50 percent. As I stand here today
in this Chamber, all of us know that
there is a huge problem in America
with births out of wedlock. Some peo-
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ple may say all right, what does that
have to do with this budget and where
we are heading?

We are living in an age where 33 per-
cent of all the children in America are
born out of wedlock. One-third of
America’s children are born into a sin-
gle parenting situation. And in a world
where 60 percent of the mothers of chil-
dren from 6 on down are at work in the
workplace, we have got to stop and
think about what is the availability of
surrogate parenting, of care for those
children when they are away. What you
know is that if 33 percent of your chil-
dren are being born out of wedlock
without even measuring the difficulty
that many two-parent families have,
you know that the vast majority of
that one-third are born into a state of
crisis, a very difficult structure for
parents to adequately be able to teach
and adequately be able to instill those
children with the values we talk about.

Now, some people may say, well, that
is going to happen automatically. The
fact is it does not happen automati-
cally. I just share with you the results
of that.

In our country, while the stock mar-
ket is at the rate of 7,290 or so points,
while chief executives of our corpora-
tions are earning a record 200-plus
times the average worker, while we
have a record level of employment and
a record level of control of inflation at
least for some 30 years, we find that an
American child drops out of school
every 8 seconds; an American child is
reported neglected or abused every 10
seconds, is arrested every 15 seconds, is
born with a low birthweight every 2
minutes, born into poverty every 34
seconds, is killed by gunfire—an Amer-
ican child is killed by gunfire every
hour and a half and commits suicide
every 4 hours.

The costs to our society of these chil-
dren who are being raised without ade-
quate supervision, without adequate
input, are simply enormous. Business
Week estimated, in a study that it re-
leased recently, that we are spending
$425 billion a year annually on crime in
the United States. The total annual
economic cost to society of drug abuse
is $67 billion. So we are just losing $67
billion out the door as the cost of peo-
ple who wind up being part of the drug
culture, largely as a consequence of
their lack of capacity to make a better
choice.

We have learned a lot in the last
years. I used to be a prosecutor and I
spent a lot of time, and T still spend a
lot of time, talking to young kids, 14
and 15 years old, or 16 years old, who
are in trouble. Almost every kid I have
ever talked to, once they finally get
into some kind of mentoring program,
once they finally have some kind of
adult supervision in their lives, has
said to me: Senator, this is the first
time in my life that somebody has pro-
vided a structure for me. This is the
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first time in my life that somebody has
told me I am valuable. This is the first
time in my life somebody said I can be
somebody, I can do something. It is the
first time in my life I had to get up in
the morning and do chores and be re-
sponsible for myself.

Inevitably, anybody of good sense is
going to stand back from that and say,
wait a minute, why are we waiting
until they are 15 or 16 years old for kids
to be able to say this is the first time
these experiences, which hopefully
most normal kids get all through their
lives, are experienced?

I have sat with my friends on the
other side of the aisle and we talk
about this. We talk about, what do you
do if 33 percent of your kids are born
into a situation where it is almost pre-
dictable that they are going to have
trouble? I respectfully suggest it is not
enough to simply say, oh, it’s indi-
vidual responsibility. Oh, it’s up to the
parents. Because, obviously, these are
situations where the parents have al-
ready failed and where there is no indi-
vidual capacity to make a difference.

The question for all of us here is, who
is going to make a difference? Or, are
we going to be so blind, and even some-
times so stupid, that all we are going
to do is wait until they come down
that track, get into trouble, and we are
finally going to make great speeches
and say, throw the book at them, send
them away.

We have learned a lot in the last
vears about the science of brain devel-
opment and of children. It is not alto-
gether new to all of us, because the
fact is that pediatricians and people of
good sense, child psychologists and
others, have been telling us a lot of
this for a long period of time. But what
we now know scientifically is that the
brain of a baby develops almost fully in
the first 3 years—almost fully. The
brain of a child, when it is born, has
about 100 billion neurons in it and
those neurons are rushing around,
making the connections that empower
that brain to be able ultimately to cre-
ate the capacity to relate to people, to
do certain tasks, to learn.

Mr. President, this is a CAT scan of
two brains. These brains were origi-
nally shown to doctors and the doctors
were asked, ““What do you see there?”
The doctors said, ‘“Well, those are the
two brains; one is an adult's brain fully
developed, and the other is the brain of
an adult with Alzheimer's disease.”

They were wrong. These are both the
CAT scans of 3-year-old brains, both of
them. One is the 3-year-old brain fully
developed, with the area of red, yellow
and green which represents the full de-
velopment of that brain. Here in the
dark areas of this brain there is noth-
ing. It is blank. The scientists now tell
us that the brain of a 3-year-old, prop-
erly stimulated so those neurons prop-
erly make connections, will be 25 to
30-percent larger than the brain of a
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child that does not receive that kind of
stimulation.

I want to read to you what that is all
about. This is from ‘“‘Nightline.” Ted
Koppel did an interview with the doc-
tors who were involved in this. I want
to share with you what Dr. Stanley
Greenspan at George Washington Uni-
versity says. He said:

Well, what we've learned is that a lot of
commonsense makes common sense, but
we've added a few little twists onto common
sense. For example, we've identified the six
kinds of experiences in the early years that
will help promote not just our intelligence,
but our morality and our sense of self. It
starts with a baby learning to pay attention.
We figured out that babies attend dif-
ferently. Some babies like high pitched
sounds, some low pitched sounds, some
bright lights, some dull lights. So now we
can cater the experiences to the baby's
senses.

We’ve also learned that babies fall in love,
the second step, differently. Some babies
need to be wooed. We need to pull them in.
We need to smile a lot. Other babies reach
right out and charm us.

The third step in the building of our intel-
ligence and our morality and sense of self,
learning to be logical. By eight months, ba-
bies are capable of give and take games with
smiles and smirks and head nods and back
and forth, but some babies we need to woo
into these interactions.

He goes on to say that, later on, at
toddler stage, babies learn to be prob-
lem solvers and that one can develop
the intelligence much further by en-
couraging that child in that problem
solving, and so forth.

Unfortunately, when so many of our
children are born into this state of cri-
sis, when so many of our children are
even the sons and daughters of chil-
dren, of 15- and 16- and 17-year-olds,
they do not have a clue about these
interactions. They don’'t understand
what parenting is at that stage.

And if we are not going to inherit a
significant number of those children as
children with learning disabilities,
children with health problems, children
with sociopathic problems, with the in-
ability to adjust, the inability to re-
late—then somehow, if we are going to
come back from this precipice, I re-
spectfully suggest to my colleagues we
need intervention in the place of that
incapacitated parent. In the absence of
the parent, who is going to provide the
structure for that child to have the
values that all of us want that child to
have?

I am not here to suggest it should be
the Government. I don’t want the Gov-
ernment to do it. We’'ve learned a lot
about the downside of that. I am not
here to suggest that it ought to be an-
other big Federal program. We've
learned a lot about that. I am here to
suggest that we have to create a new
model, a new way to think about this.

I think Senator CoaTs and Congress-
man KASICH and some others have
thought about that a lot. But I do not
happen to agree with their method-
ology of how they get the resources for
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it. I do agree with the notion that
there are thousands of efforts out there
in this country, Boys Clubs, Girls
Clubs, YWCA, YMCA, the Youth Build,
the ABC mentor programs, Success by
Six, Smart Start—North Carolina, by
Governor Hunt—a host of efforts that
are proving their capacity to provide
grassroots, local, home-grown efforts
that make a difference in the lives of
these children.

But every single one of them is
drowning in the demand, and there
isn’'t a sufficient supply. I was in an
early infant toddler care center in Bos-
ton the other day, the Castle Square
Child Development Center. There are
about 67 children in there, early infant
toddlers, getting this kind of input.
But for the 67 that are in there, there
are 400 on the waiting list. And those
400 will never cross the threshold of
that place because they will be 6 years
old before there is room for them.

What I am respectfully suggesting is
that there is an ability for us to reduce
these costs that we are spending on
drug abuse, on imprisonment, on the
violence in our streets, on the back
end, and rescue a whole generation
from this problem of lack of sufficient
input at the early stage, if we would
think about how to empower those
local entities directly; not with big
Federal bureaucracy, but directly.

Mr. President, in the last 10 years, we
have taken our prison population in
America from about 450,000 to 1.5 mil-
lion. So we are filling up our prisons,
and we are building more prisons.
There has been, I think it is, a 248-per-
cent increase in prison spending in the
last few years. I want to show you the
spending on children, because it is ab-
solutely inverse.

This blue line represents the line of
brain development. It goes up, obvi-
ously, dramatically in the first 3 years.
It grows a little bit as you go on from
there, and when you reach about 14
years old, it flattens out, regrettably,
and then for all of us who are getting
older, at the back end, it starts to tail
down.

Mr. President, a 15-year-old’s brain
versus the brain of a child, a baby, the
brain of the baby is growing 1,000 times
faster than the 15-year-old. The brain
of a baby is growing 10,000 times faster
than the brain of a 50-year-old.

Here is the line of expenditure of the
United States. We are spending exactly
inversely to the most important years
of brain development. We spend the
most money at the very tail end; we
spend the least amount of money up
front.

I want to underscore what we are try-
ing to do here. This is not coming to
the floor with a specific program. It is
not coming to the floor saying money
will go to early Head Start or money
will go to the charitable institutions I
talked about, although I would like to
see that happen. We are merely trying
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to reserve the capacity to be able to
agree in the course of the next months
that we will do something to address
this vital issue. I am confident that we
will be able to find a bipartisan place
to begin in order to be able to focus on
what really works.

I would like to see us at least have
some pilot projects that invest in the
capacity to put some leverage directly
into those charitable institutions so we
can see the grassroots do a better job
at the local level of being able to reach
out and intervene. It is my hope that
colleagues will recognize the wisdom of
at least reserving a place in line so
that we can argue about this at a later
time.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 1
thank the Presiding Officer and I
thank the Senator from Massachusetts.
1 was listening to his speech. It was
very interesting.

Mr. President, I should say at the be-
ginning, I am an original cosponsor, of
Senator KERRY's bill, and proud to be
the second on a distinguished list. I
think there is a tendency in this body,
when we do something for children—
let’s say we do a tax credit or we do
something in Head Start or where we
do something in health care—to say
that we made a dent and we can go on
the next issue in the next year. I think
of all the areas of life that we deal with
in the Senate, that is the most inac-
curate assessment and approach. When
it comes to what our children need to
prepare for their futures and what they
are going to be like as adults, we need
to follow through. And we must begin
in the earliest years.

I spent a number of years in Japan.
In Japan, when a baby is born, and
while the baby is growing to a certain
age, they do not have cribs. They do
not have cribs, because in Japan the
baby sleeps between the mother and
the father. Why is that so? That is so
because they, as a matter of culture
and history and instinct, know that
bonding has to start at the beginning.
That is about the clearest form of
bonding that there can be.

But even before that, there is a Japa-
nese word called taikeo, in which the
pregnant mother talks to—and this is
standard in Japan—they talk to the
baby in the womb on a regular basis.
That would make a fairly strange
sight, I guess, walking down the streets
of Washington, DC, or West Virginia.
But the Japanese understand some-
thing that Senator KERRY showed with
his graphics there about the two
brains, that we clearly don’t. They un-
derstand when you are looking at the
raising of children and their future,
vou have to take a holistic approach.
You have to start with early childhood
development. You have to follow
through, and keep providing the sup-
port, education and development sup-
port. And you must keep at it. That is
both enormously frustrating, but, in a
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nation which purports to care about its
children, it is absolutely essential that
we understand that helping children
and strengthening families is an
unending job. The work on behalf of
children is never finished, no matter
how much we do. In the private sector,
as individual parents, it is not good
enough. No matter what we do in the
public sector, there will be more that
could and should be done if we are seri-
ous about the real definition of chil-
dren’s future—and we must be for their
sake, and the sake of our society.

I spent, as I have said before, as this
Senator said before on this floor, 4
yvears as the chairman of the National
Commission on Children. We took a
comprehensive look at children’s
needs—income security, health care,
education, values, and the effects of
media. We did everything, and we came
out of it with a unanimous report. I
picked the name for the publication
that we put out. I liked it. It was called
Beyond Rhetoric. That is what we have
to come to terms with in this body,
that we are very good at the rhetoric.
In fact, on children—our rhetoric tends
to be more bipartisan than other sub-
jects which is good. And we actually do
some good things, insofar as the public
has any role in that, as apart from pa-
rental responsibility and even chil-
dren’s responsibility to themselves.

But we are in a huge new world of re-
sponsibilities as parents, which I am as
a private citizen and concerned father.
I am also public citizen and a Member
of the Senate. I have obligations to
children as both a private citizen and
member of my community, and as a
public official as well. We are just not
going to get off easily if we accept the
challenge to move beyond rhetoric and
really do something for children.

So I think on this floor, we are going
to have to start thinking about those
graphs, about those two brains. They
are studies of contrasts—both kids’
brains, one kid getting attention, one
kid not getting attention. What a dif-
ference it makes.

I will say another final thing. We do
not purport or believe that we are
doing everything for the future now
with this amendment. What we are try-
ing to do here is a reserve clause to
capture the attention of the people. An
argument that gets used here often,
but not very effectively, is extremely
compelling in this case—we need to
take action because of the children,
but we also need to act to save money
for the taxpayers in the future.

We hear that a lot. People discount
it. They say, ‘“That’s nice that for Head
Start, you save $10 for every dollar you
put in now.” But, we have to spend the
money now, to save the long-term
costs of neglecting our children's early
development. That is what our problem
is. We are in a budget resolution here.

But in the case of children, we are
talking about spending billions and bil-
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lions of dollars more on crime and re-
medial education, if we do not do the
right thing in the early years for chil-
dren.

Senator KERRY has focused on the
zero-through-6 period. He is doing that
with an intensity, with a passion which
is absolutely unmatched and which at-
tracted me. I tend to be a Member who
votes against amendments on this floor
to protect the integrity of this budget
deal, which I think we have to adopt.
But I feel so strongly that he is on the
right track and he is doing the right
thing and that I support the Kerry
amendment. We have to learn to dis-
cipline ourselves to exempt children
from the way we ordinarily look at
problems: Pass legislation, get the pri-
vate sector to do something, and then
go on to the next thing. Children, their
problems, their growth, their develop-
ment are vital and with us forever. The
time to start thinking about children
and their futures is right now.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am par-
ticularly grateful to the Senator from
West Virginia. His work as the head of
the National Commission on Children
was absolutely extraordinary. It was
way ahead of its time. I am very hon-
ored to have him working as part of
this effort.

I just say to him that the example
about Japan that he raised, that in
1965, when PAT MOYNIHAN first talked
about 27 percent then known as illegit-
imacy in America, the rate of illegit-
imacy in Japan was 1 percent. It is now
33 percent overall in America; that is
up from 27 percent. He was referencing
only African-Americans. It is now 69
percent among African-Americans in
America; 49 percent among the His-
panics; and 27 percent among the
whites. It is still 1 percent in Japan—1
percent.

What is interesting is the Japanese
have an adage that the Senator is obvi-
ously familiar with. They say that the
soul of a 3-year-old will be with you for
100 years. They have been way ahead of
us; they have understood that. I am
particularly grateful to Senator
ROCKEFELLER for his participation and
effort in this. i

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
to speak on a topic which significantly
affects every citizen in America. An
issue that has consequences for every
child and parent, and tremendous bear-
ing on our Nation's economic status
and welfare—early childhood develop-
ment.

Recent research has proven that an
infant’s brain initially holds approxi-
mately 100 billion neurons. However,
without the proper care, nurturing,
love, stimulation, and involvement of
adults—which most of us were lucky
enough to receive—these neurons will
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not make connections essential for
healthy development. The amount of
brain development which occurs be-
tween the ages of zero and 3 has enor-
mous consequences later in a child’s
life. Children who are rarely touched
develop brains 20 to 30 percent smaller
than normal for their age. The 2-year-
old girl whose mother is too pre-
occupied with her job to provide the
proper care will not be as likely to de-
velop to her potential. This child might
feel deprived and angry. The good news
is that if parents are given up-to-date
information on how to promote brain
development, they will be able to raise
healthy children. The result will be
more productive young adults.

Clearly, we must do something as a
nation to provide help when help is
needed. The most practical, ethical,
and cost-effective way to solve such
problems as a nation is to increase
funding for early childhood develop-
ment.

Mr. President, a person’s brain devel-
ops the most rapidly between the ages
of zero and 3, by 350 percent. Ironically,
we spend the least amount of Federal
money on children during this period,
only 20 percent of the public expendi-
tures from which they will benefit
prior to adulthood. Between the ages of
3 and 18, however, while the brain de-
velops by another 50 percent, public
spending on children increases by 800
percent. We need to change this dis-
crepancy. Parents need more and bet-
ter information about how to best care
for their infants. They need the tools
to provide this care most easily.

With greater attention to early child-
hood development, we will spend less
money on children later in their lives.
National studies have found increased
violence and crime among youth when
they do not receive adequate develop-
mental care as young children. Fur-
thermore, greater attention to early
childhood development will help chil-
dren avoid falling through the cracks:
It will help them succeed. They will
make important contributions to our
country—instead of possibly ending up
in jail, institutions, or on welfare. The
Early Childhood Development Act
makes investments now that will ben-
efit our society later by saving money,
keeping us competitive, and preventing
needless suffering.

I personally know that this is a
worthwhile investment. As a preschool
teacher 15 years ago, I saw children in
need of nurturing. For some children, I
was their only source of such care. 1
knew that my assistance was helping
these 2- and 3-year-olds to lead produc-
tive adult lives. As a parent educator,
I had information to give parents the
tools they needed to provide the best
possible environment for their chil-
dren. All parents have something to
gain from learning these skills—we
just need to make the tools available
to everybody.
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Senator KERRY's early childhood de-
velopment amendment puts us on the
road toward this goal. The amendment
gives grants to States to establish
State Early Learning Coordinating
Boards. These boards give grant funds
to community projects for child care
improvement, including parent edu-
cation and involvement in schools. The
amendment establishes forgiveable
loans for child care workers, who earn
a degree in early childhood develop-
ment and agree to work in early child-
hood development for 2 years. This will
not only increase general awareness for
early child care, but it will empower
individuals to access quality care. This
amendment also expands currently suc-
cessful programs. The Family and Med-
ical Leave Act is expanded to grant
parents time to become involved with
school. Early Head Start will also have
increased funding, which will improve
health and nutrition services for low-
income infants and toddlers. In addi-
tion, this amendment will fully fund
WIC, ensuring that every mother has
adequate nutrition—and a healthy
baby. This will save taxpayers tremen-
dous amounts of money in health care
expenditures avoided.

A child learns more from its experi-
ences in the first 3 years of life than at
any other time, and the dollars we in-
vest in early childhood now save bil-
lions later in welfare, emergency room,
and court costs. I have seen a tremen-
dous amount of commitment to chil-
dren, by many caring adults, in my
own experiences teaching preschool.
But in order to make a real difference,
we need a widespread sense of commit-
ment to improve early childhood devel-
opment services everywhere. We need a
national strategy for informing par-
ents, so they can send their children to
the right child care providers, and take
an active role in their development.

This amendment is a catalyst for all
of these desperately-needed improve-
ments. As policymakers. we must en-
courage and allow America's children
to grow into healthy adults. We need to
positively influence the lives of young
people right now. Let us change the
message we are sending to children, by
investing in their futures.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum
call be charged equally off the resolu-

tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment be temporarily set aside and that
the time remain as it is on both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 331

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 331.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
proposes an amendment numbered 331.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this
amendment is very simple, and I will
not belabor the Senate’s time. It will
just take me 4 or 5 minutes to explain
it.

I have two amendments, incidentally,
331 and 332. I hope we can dispose of
both of them right now.

Under this budget agreement, we as-
sume $135 billion in tax cuts over the
first 5 years of this budget. And of that
$135 billion, $115 billion is in Medicare
cuts.

Mr. President, I yield to the distin-
guished floor manager.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to Senator BUMPERS, I inadvertently
made a mistake. Our understanding
was that we would just consider a
Democratic amendment, and Senator
SPECTER from the Republican side was
entitled to make the next amendment,
and then Senator BUMPERS was next. I
think we knew that. It has been very
difficult. Senator SPECTER has waited
around a long time. I wonder if you
would consider——

Mr. BUMPERS. Certainly I will ac-
commodate the Senator any way I can.

Is Senator SPECTER here ready to go?

Mr. DOMENICI. We will send out
word that if Senator SPECTER is ready,
he should come down.

Mr. BUMPERS. 1 hope to dispose of
mine before he even gets here.

Mr. DOMENICI. Maybe we can do
that.

Mr. BUMPERS. I will proceed. If he
comes, I will lay my amendment aside.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BUMPERS. So anyway, Mr.
President, the budget resolution calls
for a $115 billion cut in Medicare, os-
tensibly to provide some solvency in
the Medicare trust fund.
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The Finance Committee, in my opin-
ion—in my opinion, we should not go
forward with this budget and allow the
people in this country who depend on
Medicare for their very lives, we should
not allow them to believe, as they have
a perfect right to believe, that we are
cutting $115 billion out of Medicare
and, make no mistake about it, they
will suffer.

We say we are going to take it out of
providers’, hospitals’, and doctors’
hides. They are going to take it out of
the patients’ hides and the patients are
going to get fewer services.

So I do not want to go home and face
my constituents and have them say,
“You cut $115 billion out of Medicare,
and that's all laudable as long as it
goes into the trust fund to make the
thing more solvent. But did you do
that, did you put this on the deficit?”
“No.” “Did you put it on child health
care?” “No.” *‘Did you put it into edu-
cation?” “No.” “What did you do with
it?"” “*We gave it to the wealthiest peo-
ple in America in tax cuts.”

That is the accusation that every
Senator should be prepared to face up
to when he goes home this fall and in
the election year next year.

So what I am saying is, it is a laud-
able thing to try to make the Medicare
trust fund solvent, but what we are
doing here is using that $115 billion to
provide $135 billion in tax cuts. We say,
“Well, we're going to make up $50 bil-
lion of that; the net tax cuts will only
be $85 billion.”” What I am saying in my
amendment is we require the Finance
Committee to come up with a total of
$115 billion in offsets to offset what we
are cutting Social Security by. Other-
wise, we stand fairly accused of using
Medicare funds to cut taxes for the
wealthiest people in America.

Look at this chart. Here is the Medi-
care savings—$115 billion. That is the
cut in Medicare. What we are going to
do is we are going to use that as an off-
set to accommodate $135 billion in tax
cuts. That is undeniable, unarguable,
unassailable. We are using $115 billion
of Medicare cuts to provide tax cuts.

So what I am saying is, let us in-
struct the Finance Committee not just
to put the airline ticket tax in at $32
billion over the next 5 years, but come
up with enough additional offsets to
offset the entire $115 billion in Medi-
care savings. That is not hard to under-
stand, Mr. President. I hope my col-
leagues will support this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BUMPERS. If nobody wishes to
debate that amendment further, I
would like to call up amendment No.
330. T do not want to do this while the
chairman’s attention is diverted.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am sorry, I say to
the Senator.

Mr. BUMPERS. I say to Senator
DomMEeNIcI, I will follow up with my
other amendment and debate it right
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now unless you wish to speak on the
one I just offered.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator wants
to offer another one?

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator re-
serve any time on the one he offered?

Mr. BUMPERS. I will be happy to
have 10 minutes equally divided.

Mr. DOMENICI. On this one?

Mr. BUMPERS. I am finished on this
one.

Mr. DOMENICI. You must have great
confidence in it.

Mr. BUMPERS. I am hoping we can
get back home and tell people how
great it is.

Mr. DOMENICI. When Senator SPEC-
TER comes, we will call on him.

I ask unanimous consent that we fur-
ther set aside both the Kerry amend-
ment and the Bumpers amendment No.
331 while Senator BUMPERS offers his
second amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 330

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
proposes an amendment numbered 330.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, my
second amendment is one I feel strong-
ly about—both of these—but I want
you to listen to this.

It would delay the tax cuts that are
provided in this budget resolution. We
are going to face all of this later on in
the reconciliation bill. I know that.
But what we ought to do is delay the
tax cuts until the year 2002. All I do in
this amendment is I strike the first
$63.3 billion of tax cuts over the years
1998 to 2001.

You know what that does, Mr. Presi-
dent? It does not balance the budget in
the year 2002. It balances the budget in
the year 2001. Now, why would we not,
after reading the paper this morning
and seeing that the Treasury Depart-
ment reaped a gold mine in April—the
surplus in April of income versus ex-
penditures was $97 billion.

CBO has now said that the deficit
could be as low as $65 billion come Sep-
tember 30. That is a remarkable
achievement.

On this floor in August 1993, we
passed a bill called the Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1993. I regret,
Mr. President, not one single Repub-
lican voted for it. You know what the
effect of that was? I told the President
as far as I am concerned that is going
to be his legacy. All these other things
he is trying to accomplish, they are all
laudable. I have no guarrel with them.
But 5 solid straight years of real budg-
et deficit reduction is going to be his
legacy.

But I will tell you how that legacy
can be destroyed. That is to proceed
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with a budget that we have right here
which cuts taxes by $135 billion for the
wealthiest people in America, and reve-
nues go down every single year—every
single year. If we were to postpone
these tax cuts until the year 2002, we
could balance the budget in the year
2001.

Let me tell you something else. If we
do not strike while the iron is hot, we
are going to regret it. I promise you,
the assumptions in this bill that our
economy is going to be as hot as these
assumptions say it will be over the
next b years is a very dicey situation.
We have already had an unbelievable
prosperity for the past 6 years. Nothing
looks like it since Eisenhower was
President. To assume it is going to
continue another 5 years is the height
of folly. You cannot depend on this
budget to balance anything unless you
agree with those economic assump-
tions, and I do not.

I have spent 22 years in the Senate
standing in this aisle, screaming my
head off about budget deficits. In 1981,
when Ronald Reagan was riding the
crest the likes of which has never been
seen since Franklin Roosevelt, the herd
instinct swept through this body and
all my screaming was for naught. It did
not do a bit of good.

I said—and I will send anybody a
copy of the speech that would like to
see it—you pass this budget and you
are going to create deficits big enough
to choke a mule. You cannot cut taxes,
increase defense spending and balance
the budget any more than you can lose
weight on five chocolate sundaes a day.
That is the five-chocolate-sundaes-a-
day diet. And that is exactly what we
are coming back to.

What does it take to educate this
body? If you do not learn from past ex-
periences, what are you going to learn
from? When Ronald Reagan left office 8
years later, the national debt—which
at that time was $1 trillion and took
200 years to get to $1 trillion—when he
left, all his 8 years later, it was $3 tril-
lion. He had tripled the national debt
because of the folly, the political folly,
the political herd instinct that swept
across this body in 1981.

I am proud to tell you, Mr. Presi-
dent—a little self-serving—I did not
vote for it. There are only 11 Senators
who voted against the tax cuts. There
were only three Senators who voted
against the tax cuts and for the spend-
ing cuts. We could have balanced the
budget by 1985 easily if everybody had
voted the way those three Senators
voted.

So here we are, back at the same old
stand: It did not work before, but it’ll
sure work this time. We will cut taxes,
are going to cut taxes, going to in-
crease spending, and bring you a bal-
anced budget.

While the deficit goes from $67 billion
anticipated this fall, the fifth straight
year, from $290 billion in 1992—8290 bil-
lion—to $67 billion this year, 5 straight
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yvears of deficit reduction, what does
this budget do? Why, it takes it back
up to $97 billion next year and $97 bil-
lion the following year and $83 billion
the following year and $50 billion the
following year. Then the following year
a $1 billion surplus.

I have some great land in the Ever-
glades I would like to sell you if you
believe that is going to happen.

Mr. President, all we have to do is
vote very simply to postpone the tax
cuts. I am not saying do not ever cut
taxes. But you are either for cutting
taxes or for balancing the budget, but
yvou cannot be for both and be economi-
cally sound in the process.

So I am asking my colleagues to say,
postpone the tax cuts until the year
2001 and balance the budget at the
soonest possible date. Then you can
argue all the other economic nonsense.
But our first priority is to balance the
budget. You are not going to do it with
this budget. If you assume that the
economy is going to stay like it is
right now for the next 5 years—I do not
know whether I will be here or not. I
would just like to be around at the end
of 5 years so I can say, I told you so. I
vield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to Senator
BumMmPERS, I wonder if we could ask how
much time the Senator used, and I
would use the same amount of time,
and then there would be no more time
used.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I will
be happy to reserve 2 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Two minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Of additional time.

If I may, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to add the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoBB], as a cosponsor of
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, while
I am having a great deal of difficulty
discerning the difference between the
two amendments, let me tell the Sen-
ate what I believe the sum total of the
two amendments are.

The distinguished Senator from the
State of Arkansas does not believe in
tax cuts. It is just that simple. When
you go to work on a budget, you ask
the American people to let you reform
some programs that are out of control,
and you save some money.

When you ask the American people
to let you reduce spending in some
other areas, or at least keep it intact,
when you do that, you come up with a
surplus, and you say, we want to give
that back to the American people. You
know that is a tax cut.

We do not have any other way to give
back to the American people what is
theirs. We give the American people a
lot of programs. But when you reduce
taxes, you are giving them back what
is theirs. They already earned it.
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No matter how you cut it, both of
these amendments—one says in this
budget resolution you are permanently
prohibited from giving any tax cuts.
That is plain and simple. That is one of
them. Now maybe my friend will ex-
plain it with relation to other things,
but that is, plain and simple, what it
is.

What we have done in the overall
budget, we have restrained Govern-
ment such that there is sufficient fund-
ing to give the American people a mod-
est tax cut, a net of $85 billion out of a
tax take in the trillions. It is not like
we are giving them a huge tax cut.
Well, let us give them something. Bal-
ance the budget and give them some
kind of balance. What is the use of hav-
ing a balanced budget if there is noth-
ing in it for the people?

We are trying to get the economy
running better, and to do that we want
to get a balanced budget and to make
sure the American people feel better
about their day’s work and their tak-
ing a chance on investing. You want to
give them some back. To those moth-
ers and fathers raising kids under 18
yvears of age, we would like to say to
them, we understand your problem and
we have enough savings in this budget
we will give you a tax break. It is not
pie in the sky.

The economic assumptions, and I
know we are not supposed to talk
about technicalities, but the distin-
guished Senator said he would not rely
on any of these assumptions. Mr. Presi-
dent, let me tell you, there are lit-
erally thousands of American busi-
nesses who do economic planning,
thousands of them, and the biggest of
them in America rely on more gen-
erous economic assumptions than are
in this budget resolution. The Office of
Management and Budget has more gen-
erous economic assumptions. We have
the most conservative set of economic
assumptions you will find from any
major institution or business in Amer-
ica. We did that because that is a way
of saying if you should have a down-
turn, if you should have a downturn
you have taken that into consideration
by using very, very conservative eco-
nomic assumptions. Nobody does it any
differently. Nobody comes along and
says, well, let's write a 5-year budget
and in the third year, let's have a re-
cession and plug it in. First, nobody
wants to do that because they are
frightened to death of such a concept,
but what economists do is build in low
economic assumptions. That is what
we did.

Frankly, I do not want to be on the
side that says there is no room in the
Federal budget to balance it and give
the American taxpayers a break. I be-
lieve there is. In fact, I believe, absent
some untoward happening, something
untoward happening, I believe we will
be balanced ahead of 2002 because I be-
lieve the economic assumptions are so
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low that we will do better for at least
2 out of the next 4 years than are esti-
mated here. I did not choose to put
that in. I choose to use modest, con-
servative economic assumptions.

Now, the Bumpers amendment that
tries to allude to Medicare has nothing
to do with Medicare. The President of
the United States joined with Demo-
crats and Republicans and said to the
senior citizens of America, we want to
do something for you in this budget
that is positive and good. Lo and be-
hold, what we have done is make the
Medicare trust fund solvent for 10
years. That is not bad. It is bankrupt
in about 3 years if we do not do that.
That is No. 1 on the positive side, we
made it solvent for 10 years. We told
the providers in America that they will
get paid differently, and for the most
part paid less. We told the Medicare
people that run the program, give the
seniors all kinds of options because
there are options to get better service
at cheaper rates. We also moved part of
home health care out of the trust fund
and said we will take care of it under a
more generous program, all of which
contributes to the senior citizens of
America in a very mighty way.

Now nobody can kid anybody any-
more. The tax cuts have nothing to do
with that. Let me tell you, you wipe
out the tax cuts—let’'s just do that. We
will think it out here, take out the tax
cuts. But also if you think through
Senator BUMPERS’'s proposal—maybe
we ought to wipe out all those reform
measures that save money for the
Medicare fund, or what I am saying in
another way is that all of the savings
for the Medicare goes back to Medi-
care. All of the savings for Medicare go
back to Medicare. They do not go to
taxpayers, they go back to making
that program solvent. That is pretty
logical, it seems to me, when you have
done that, and balanced the budget and
found room for a tax break.

We relish the idea of voting on these
two amendments today. We Repub-
licans want to vote on them. We hope
a lot of people vote against it, but not
a single Republican should. I hope they
do not. Because what we are saying is,
the modest tax cut in this budget reso-
lution ought to be carried out, and it
ought to be carried out in a manner
prescribed in this budget resolution.

If I have additional time on the
amendment, I reserve it but I do not
think I will speak more than 1 minute
on either of the two amendments. If
Senator BUMPERS wants to use 2 min-
utes, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. I remember a great
lesson when I was a boy about Joseph
having a dream. Everybody in this
body knows the rest of the story. Jo-
seph dreamed there was going to be 7
years of plenty and 7 years of starva-
tion. So he told the King of Egypt, if
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you want to survive, you better start
saving everything you can the first 7
years.

I want to relay that to every Senator
in the U.S. Senate. I am telling you, if
you have the 5 years, if you have the 5
yvears you are talking about here, do
not assume that the deficit will con-
tinue to go down and we will start pay-
ing on the national debt, because we
have never had prosperity for that
length of time.

I give you Joseph's admonition:
Strike while the iron is hot and while
the economy is hot.

The Senator from New Mexico said I
do not believe in tax cuts. I do not be-
lieve in using Medicare for tax cuts
from the most vulnerable people in
America, our elderly, who go to bed
petrified every night fearing what their
medical bills might be. I do not believe
in using Medicare and I do not believe
in tax cuts at the expense of balancing
the budget.

Every poll I have seen has shown
overwhelmingly that people will take a
balanced budget to tax cuts, and that
is the option. As far as my liking taxes
or not liking taxes, the present small
business exemption for people who in-
vest in small businesses, which the
President endorsed in 1993, was mine. I
am the author of it, trying to help
small business.

Right now, I have a bill up here in
case we cut capital gains, and we are
going to, to 19.8 percent—I reduced the
capital gains on small business invest-
ments to half that, 9.8 percent.

Mr. President, I used to have a little
dachshund, a female dachshund. Betty
and I worshipped that little dog, but we
had a problem. We could not train her,
could not train her to go outside. The
only perfect analogy to that is the U.S.
Senate. We cannot seem to train the
U.S. Senate that you cannot cut taxes
and balance the budget. I do not care
how many times we do it. We did it in
1981 and paid a disastrous price, and we
are about to do it again, and we will
probably pay another disastrous price.
We cannot resist the siren song of tax
cuts. Politically, it is wonderful to go
home and say, “*Oh, yes, oh yes, I voted
to cut your taxes, you bet."

“How did you do it?"

And then you start obfuscating and
trying to confuse the issue. You do not
want to tell them you did it at the ex-
pense of a balanced budget.

Mr. President, this amendment
makes eminent good sense and there is
not a Senator in the U.S. Senate—I
take that back, there might be a few
—who does not know that what I am
talking about is pure common sense. It
makes common sense in your life. It
makes economic sense for the Nation
to save up and to balance the budget,
something the people in this country
have been yearning for as long as any-
body can remember.

I have not announced whether I will
run again or not. I do not mind telling
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you that two things that sort of make
me want to be around here the next few
yvears are that I would like to be here
after investing 22 years in trying to
balance the budget. I would like to be
here when it happens. And the other
thing I would like to be here for is
when we change the way we finance
campaigns. Why in the name of all that
is good and holy we continue to cherish
this absolutely outrageous system for
raising money for campaigns, when
every time you take a vote they rush
and see whether somebody gave you
money last year or the last time you
ran, and how that affected your vote.
Why would we not want to get rid of a
system like that?

If anybody believes this great Nation,
the greatest democracy on Earth, with
the oldest Constitution on Earth, can
continue to survive when the people we
elect and the laws we pass depend on
how much money we put in it, is day-
dreaming. It cannot last forever. Those
are two things that I would give any-
thing in the world to see happen before
I leave the U.S. Senate.

So I plead with my colleagues, I
plead with you, vote for common sense
and vote to postpone these tax cuts and
balance the budget in the year 2001.
What is sacred about 2002? I have been
hearing 2002 for I do not know how
long. What is sacred about 2002? If you
have a chance to do it in 2001, do it.
That is what I am asking you to do.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Has the time of Sen-
ator BUMPERS elapsed on the amend-
ments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No for-
mal consent——

Mr. BUMPERS. 1 am prepared to
yield. I wish Senator SPECTER was here
so we could get something going.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will be going, do
not worry. We will be ready shortly.

AMENDMENT NO. 332 WITHDRAWN

Mr. BUMPERS. I have an additional
amendment at the desk, I think 332,
and I ask unanimous consent I be per-
mitted to withdraw that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 332) was with-
drawn.

Mr. DOMENICI. The list is down to 70
amendments, I guess. I am just kid-
ding.

Mr. President, I yield to Senator
LAUTENBERG.

AMENDMENT NO. 330

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
far be it for me to seek an argument
with our distinguished colleague from
Arkansas. I cannot argue the other side
very effectively.

Tax cuts at this point in time, I do
not think, are the best idea. What I
think are some good ideas are the facts
that we will, by virtue of this tax cut,
we will be saving the middle-class fam-
ilies, those in more modest income cir-
cumstance. This will help pay for the
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insurance of your children. If they
choose not to go to a 4-year college
there is a program in here that will
give them $1,500 worth of tax relief if
their child wants to go to a 2-year col-
lege or a vocational school.

I find it hard to disagree totally with
my friend from Arkansas. I do want to
say this, and this may not be the ap-
propriate defense, but I have to look at
it as a member of the Budget Com-
mittee and also as a member of the Ap-
propriations Committee as an advance
toward something that we want to do.
We would like to be able to pay down
our deficit, and I think that one day in
the not-too-distant future, half a dozen
years, which is not much in the life-
time of a country, that we will be able
to start paying down our debt, starting
to relieve ourselves of the biggest costs
we will soon have in the budget which
is the interest on the debt. That will
happen and it happens because there is
a compromise that has been fashioned,
and as usual, the compromise is a con-
sensus of minds but not a consensus of
hearts.

I do not really like everything that I
am supporting here but there are
things that I really love that I am sup-
porting. I love the fact we will take
care of 5 million children’'s health
needs, and I love the fact we are not
saying to those that are here legally if
some accident or sickness befalls you
that renders you disabled you will not
be kicked off the rolls, which was an
intent here for some time.

There is going to be some relief for
the impoverished, up to 150 percent, ap-
proximately, of the poverty level for
any increases in the part B premium
necessary as a result of the switch
from part A to part B of home health
care. That will help make that part A
more solvent. I think that is a worth-
while objective.

Meanwhile, we see that the economy
is boiling, as you suggested, and that
there is some hope that it will con-
tinue, and the economic assumptions, I
think, are relatively conservative. So
there is room to achieve the objectives
that we want to without simply saying
that the tax cuts are the thing that are
driving this. That is not the case. The
tax cuts are part of it. I do not approve
of the tax cuts, either, but I voted for
this bill because I think it is an essen-
tial part of getting our books in bal-
ance and working our way out of debt
and not leaving our children with ever
larger debts to pay off.

So while I agree with the Senator in
principle, the fact of the matter is that
I think we have a job to do here that
robs us of some of the things we would
like to see. I voted against investments
in transportation. That was really
painful for me. I voted against expand-
ing programs for children. That was
painful to me. I do not like doing those
things, but I like doing the job here as
conscientiously as I can, which is to
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say at some point we want to reduce
our debt, we want to reduce our defi-
cits, we want to invest in our society,
but we do not want to continue to pay
the incredible interest rates that we
are forced to pay, something around
$250 billion a year.

It is an outrageous thing for us to
have to be subjected to. But we are try-
ing to fix it. That is what this is about.

I hope that the Senator will try at
another opportunity to make the ad-
justments that he is talking about.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
are still on our side expecting Senator
SPECTER to arrive. I assume Senator
BuMPERS will not mind if we stack
some votes, if we have him present his,
and in due course we will get to his.
Then I will have a chance to discuss
further with the distinguished Senator
from  Massachusetts his pending
amendment.

I want to close now on this note. I
truly wish Senator BUMPERS would not
have tied Medicare to this tax cut.

First of all, Mr. President and fellow
senior citizens—I can say ‘‘fellow sen-
ior citizens.” I just turned 65 a few
days ago. But the truth of the matter
is we have far more savings from other
accounts than the reforms in Medicare
to pay for tax cuts. In fact, there are
almost three times as many savings in
the first 5 years from other sources—
two times from other sources, and from
the reform measures that are part of
Medicare.

My last remarks are: If you wipe the
tax cuts out of here, you still have to
do all those things for Medicare to
keep it solvent. You have to do those
kinds of things or raise taxes, which
nobody has suggested we do.

So, I close by saying I opt for a bal-
anced budget that includes some tax
relief. I am comfortable and confident
we can do both this time. We have done
much in moderation in this budget,
which has caused some of our friends
who want to do much more, both in
cutting the budget and cutting taxes,
to opt out of this agreement, not want-
ing us to pass it. But I think we have
had a moderate approach to both sides.
I for one hope both of these amend-
ments get defeated overwhelmingly to
show the American people that they
deserve a tax break along with this bal-
anced budget.

I am prepared now to move on to an-
other amendment.

Did Senator BOND want to proceed?

Mr. BOND. I am ready.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am not aware that
the Senator is next in line.

Is there any commitment on the part
of the Senator that he is next in line?

Mr. BOND. That was my under-
standing.

Mr. DOMENICI. I think the Senator
from Missouri was supposed to be after
Senator SPECTER and after Senator
ASHCROFT. But Senator SPECTER is not
here.
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How much time does the Senator
want on his amendment?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there are a
couple of people who want to speak. I
think 20 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Which amendment is
the Senator calling up?

Mr. BOND. Disproportionate share of
hospital payments, sense of the Senate.

Mr. DOMENICI. I hope that the Sen-
ator will take less time. We will accept
the amendment.

Mr. BOND. We would like very much
to have a vote on it. If they were
stacked, that would be acceptable. But
this one is a very serious matter to the
States of Missouri, Texas, and Wash-
ington.

Mr. DOMENICI. I, once again, have
put myself between a rock and a hard
place because I thought Senator SPEC-
TER would be next. We do not know
who will follow him. I told Senator
ASHCROFT he would be next.

Let’s do it this way. I believe Senator
SPECTER will be awhile arriving. So
will the Senator let us go with Senator
ASHCROFT, and then the senior Senator
from Missouri would go next?

Mr. ASHCROFT. Yes. I yield to the
senior Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that the pending amendment
be temporarily set aside so that we can
proceed to Senator BOND's amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished chairman. I know that
this is an extremely difficult time. The
analogy of loading frogs in a wheel-
barrow is very apt when dealing with
scheduling budget proceedings. The
chairman has done an outstanding job.

AMENDMENT NO. 324

Mr. BOND. I call up amendment No.
324.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report..

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. Bonp], for
himself, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. GORTON, and Mr.
ASHCROFT, proposes an amendment num-
bered 324.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

AMENDMENT NO. 324, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I send a
modification to the desk and ask unan-
imous consent that the modification be
included.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 324), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
PROTECTION OF  CHILDRENS
HEALTH.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Today's children and the next genera-
tion of children are the prime beneficiaries
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of a balanced Federal budget. Without a bal-
anced budget, today's children will bear the
increasing burden of the Federal debt. Con-
tinued deficit spending would doom future
generations to slower economic growth,
higher taxes, and lower living standards.

(2) The health of children is essential to
the future economic and social well-being of
the Nation.

(3) The medicaid program provides health
coverage for over 17,000,000 children, or 1 out
of every 4 children.

(4) While children represent 2 of all indi-
viduals eligible for medicaid, children ac-
count for less than 25 percent of expenditures
under the medicaid program.

(5) Disproportionate share hospital (DSH)
funding under the medicaid program has al-
lowed States to provide health care services
to thousands of uninsured pregnant women
and children. DSH funding under the med-
icaid program is critical for these popu-
lations.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that the health care needs of
low-income pregnant women and children
should be a top priority. Careful study must
be made of the impact of medicaid dispropor-
tionate share hospital (DSH) reform pro-
posals on children’s health and on vital
sources of care, including children's hos-
pitals. Any restrictions on DSH funding
under the medicaid program should not harm
State medicaid coverage of children and
pregnant women.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, in addi-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that
Senator HUTCHISON of Texas be added
as 4 CosSponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, today I
rise to discuss a sense of the Senate
amendment on behalf of myself, Sen-
ators MURRAY, GORTON, ASHCROFT, and
HuTcHIsON, which simply states that
“careful study must be made of the im-
pact of Medicaid disproportionate
share hospital, or DSH, reform pro-
posals on children’s health and on vital
sources of care including children’s
hospitals.”

It is our strong belief, and the sense
of the Senate indicates, that any re-
strictions on DSH funding should not
harm Medicaid coverage of children
and pregnant women.

While I recognize and strongly sup-
port the need to control Federal spend-
ing, I am deeply concerned about the
impact of billions of dollars in new
Medicaid DSH spending reductions.

I know that my colleague, the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, can point to some States in
which there may be disagreements
about how the DSH payments were
used. I don’'t say that there has been
the same kind of usage of Medicaid dis-
proportionate share payments in other
States as there has been in Missouri.

But I do know from our standpoint
that since 1981 the Medicaid DSH Pro-
gram has enabled hospitals who pro-
vide care to a disproportionate share of
low-income people to serve as a safety
net for those with little or no access to
health care.
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In Missouri, the DSH Program has
been a key variable in expanding
health care coverage to thousands of
pregnant women and children. More
than a quarter of a million, more than
250,000, people have been served as a re-
sult of the DSH payments.

These payments have enabled my
home State to successfully reduce the
number of uninsured Missourians by
enrolling them. It has improved access
to health care services for those who
remain uninsured.

In addition to using DSH funds ap-
propriately, our State of Missouri also
uses them efficiently.

For Federal Medicaid benefits plus
DSH payments per beneficiary: The na-
tional average is $2,454; in Missouri the
figure is $2,288 versus the national av-
erage of $2,454.

Overall Medicaid spending in Mis-
souri is also below the national aver-
age. A recent report by the Kaiser
Commission illustrates the efficiency
of the Missouri program. Missouri
spends $3,190 annually per Medicaid en-
rollee compared to the national aver-
age of $3,290.

Yet, reductions in the Federal DSH
payments would be devastating for
Missouri, a State which has used its
Federal DSH dollars in an efficient, ef-
fective, and appropriate manner.

Anywhere from 56,000 to 348,000 Med-
icaid beneficiaries in Missouri could
lose health coverage if the DSH re-
forms that have been publicized are en-
acted, and there is no compensating
source of revenue funding for them.

President Clinton’'s proposal specifi-
cally would eliminate Medicaid bene-
fits for 162,000 Missourians.

This is simply the wrong approach.
Reducing DSH payments does not focus
on cutting the fat in the Medicaid Pro-
gram. Instead, it cuts crucial health
care benefits for low-income pregnant
women and children whose lives depend
upon this critical coverage.

Yes, Congress should increase State
Medicaid flexibility, as this budget res-
olution calls for. But we should not
target DSH funding—funding which has
allowed many States to expand health
care coverage to our Nation's most vul-
nerable population.

Again, 1 reiterate that this resolu-
tion fully recognizes and supports the
need for a balanced Federal budget. At
the same time it guarantees that when
working out the details of achieving
Medicaid savings, Congress will have
sufficient information to ensure that
reforms in disproportionate share pay-
ments will not threaten low-income
pregnant women and children, as well
as providers of health care such as chil-
dren’s hospitals, public hospitals, and
other safety net hospitals.

I look forward to working with the
Finance Committee in the coming
months regarding this issue, and I am
confident that we can structure a plan
that takes into consideration the
health of our most vulnerable citizens.
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I ask unanimous consent that several
statements in support of this amend-
ment be printed in the RECORD. I ask
unanimous consent that statements by
Lawrence McAndrews, president and
CEO of the National Association of
Children’s Hospitals; Governor Met
Carnahan of the State of Missouri;
Douglas Reis, president of Cardinal
Glennon Children’s Hospital in St.
Louis; Ted Frey, president of St. Louis
Children’s Hospital; and Randall
O’'Donnell, president and CEO of Chil-
dren’s Mercy Hospital in Kansas City
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY LAWRENCE A. MCANDREWS,
PRESIDENT AND CEO, NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION OF CHILDREN'S HOSPITALS
The National Association of Children's

Hospitals strongly supports Senator Kit

Bond’s resolution on children's health and

Medicaid.

He is absolutely right on all three counts.
A balanced budget is very important to chil-
dren. Medicaid is very important to children.
And Medicaid disproportionate share pay-
ments are very important to children, espe-
cially the patients of children’s hospitals and
other safety net hospitals.

Medicaid is far more significant to chil-
dren’s health than most of us realize. It pays
for the health care of one in every four chil-
dren and one in three infants.

Medicaid and Medicaid disproportionate
share hospital payments are far more impor-
tant to children’s hospitals than most of us
realize, On average, children’s hospitals de-
vote nearly half of their care to children who
are covered by Medicaid or are uninsured.

If it weren’t for Medicaid disproportionate
share payments, some children’s hospitals
could be in jeopardy. Even with such pay-
ments, Medicaid often does not pay enough
to cover the full cost of children’s health
care.

For example, even with these extra pay-
ments, children's hospitals still average only
about 80 cents from Medicaid for every dollar
of health care they provide. Without them,
they would receive closer to 70 cents for
every dollar of care.

As a former CEO of Children’s Mercy Hos-
pital in Kansas City, I know just how impor-
tant Medicaid and disproportionate share
payments were to our ability to serve all of
the children of our community, no matter
how poor or sick.

Senator Bond's resolution fully supports
the balanced budget. It simply makes sure
that in working out the details of changes in
Medicaid spending, Congress will have the
information it needs to ensure that changes
in disproportionate share payments will not
jeopardize children or other safety net hos-
pitals.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE,
STATE OF MISSOURI,
Jefferson City, MO, May 19, 1997.

Hon. CHRISTOPHER BOND,

U.8. Senate,

Washington, DC.

DEAR KIT: I write to inform yvou of my seri-
ous concern about the Medicaid provisions in
the budget resolution.

As you know, the resolution calls for sav-
ings of around $17 billion over five years
from the Medicaid program. It is presumed
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that this savings level would be achieved pri-
marily through reductions in dispropor-
tionate share (DSH) payments to states.
Such a plan could have a devastating impact
on Missouri’s Medicaid program, and more
importantly, on the citizens of our State
who rely on Medicaid to meet their health
care needs.

Missouri runs a very well-managed and fis-
cally responsible Medicaid program. Our
spending is frugal and already below most
other states. In fact, Missouri's per capita
spending on Medicaid for adults is the lowest
in the nation. We are willing to swallow hard
and do our share to balance the federal budg-
et. But to disproportionately reduce the DSH
program to achieve Medicaid savings, the
federal government would merely be using
DSH cuts to subsidize the cost of Medicaid in
other states, many of which have chosen to
develop overly generous and costly pro-
grams.

Medicaid has already made a massive con-
tribution to deficit reduction. In February,
the Congressional Budget Office lowered its
baseline projections of future Medicaid
spending by $86 billion. States are achieving
these savings through implementation of a
number of innovative measures such as Mis-
souri’s Medicaid managed care program,
MC+. At the same time, we are considering
expanding Medicaid to cover more unin-
sured. We want to continue making this
progress, but we may be unable to do so if
our Medicaid funding base is eroded through
extensive reductions in the DSH program.

It is my understanding that a portion of
the Medicaid savings called for in the budget
resolution may also be achieved through a
package of state flexibility initiatives. We
will be working with the House Commerce
Committee and Senate Finance Committee
over the next couple of weeks in hope that
they will craft a package of Medicaid savings
that is both fair and responsible, and one
that does not disproportionately harm the
DSH program. I hope you will do all in your
power to assist us in this regard.

Thank you for your attention to this ex-
tremely important issue for the State of Mis-
souri. If 1 can provide you with further infor-
mation, please don’t hesitate to let me
know.

Very truly yours,
MEL CARNAHAN,
Governor.
CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDREN'S
HOSPITAL,
St. Louis, MO, May 21, 1997.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER S, BOND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOND: The officers and staff
of Cardinal Glennon Children’s Hospital sup-
port yvour amendment to express the sense of
the Senate regarding the protection of chil-
dren’s health.

As a provider of tertiary health services to
a broad geographic region including metro-
politan St. Louis, Missouri and Illinois, the
disproportionate share funding under Med-
icaid is critical to our mission. Your efforts
and those of your colleagues to sustain mo-
mentum in providing health care coverage to
uninsured pregnant women and children is
directly dependent on the expanded use of
disproportionate share funding.

Thank you for your continued support for
this important funding source.

Sincerely,
DouGLAS A. RIes, FACHE,
President.
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ST. Louls CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL,
St. Louis, MO, May 21, 1997.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER “‘KIT"" BOND,
U.S. Senator
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BonD: Thank you for sup-
porting fair and adequate Medicaid pay-
ments for disproportionate share hospitals
(DSH). As you know, St. Louis Children's
Hospital serves a patient population which
consists of approximately 50 percent Med-
icaid patients. We have gualified as a DSH
provider ever since the Medicaid program
recognized the need for additional funding to
those hospitals serving an extraordinary
Medicalid and uninsured patient load.

We certainly agree with the Senate's ob-
servations regarding the high priority which
should be placed on the health care needs of
low income pregnant women and children. In
Missouri, restrictions on Medicaid DSH fund-
ing would seriously impair our Federal Re-
imbursement Allowance (FRA) program. The
FRA targets DSH payments to hospitals
serving a high volume of Medicaid and low
income patients. As Governor Carnahan
points out in his May 19 letter, Missouri has
made significant progress expanding Med-
icaid eligibility in recent years and we would
hate to see our program threatened by pro-
posals which may not have been carefully
evaluated in terms of impact.

Please contact me if there is anything I
can do to help and thank you again for your
continued leadership on behalf of all chil-
dren.

Sincerely,
TED W. FREY,
President.

THE CHILDREN'S MERCY HOSPITAL,
Kansas City, MO, May 21, 1997.
Hon. KI1T BOND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR KIT: On behalf of The Children's
Mercy Hospital in Kansas City, Missouri, I
wish to thank you for your resolution on
children’s health and Medicaid. The Chil-
dren’s Mercy Hospital recognizes the need to
control federal spending, but we are deeply
concerned about the impact of billions of
dollars in new spending reductions in Med-
icaid, which would come on top of major sav-
ings states already have begun to achieve.

Never has the Medicaid safety net for chil-
dren been more important than now. With-
out the Medicaid safety net, the numbers of
uninsured children would increase dramati-
cally, It is of paramount importance that
any Medicaid proposal preserve a base-year
formula that includes all *‘disproportionate
share hospital (DSH)" payments in order to
continue to serve all of the children in our
community.

We applaud your dedication to children
and the betterment of their lives. Your ef-
forts will not only benefit the children of
Missouri, but the children of the entire coun-
try for generations to come. Thank you for
yvour continued support.

Sincerely,
RANDALL L. O'DONNELL, Ph.D.
President/Chief Exzecutive Officer.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield the
floor and reserve the remainder of my
time.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator BOND has
not yielded his time. Has he reserved?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I have re-
served time. I see one of the cosponsors

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

of the amendment on the floor. When
she finishes, I would be willing to have
this set aside to accommodate the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

May I ask the Senator from Wash-
ington how much time she requires?

Mrs. MURRAY. I will only take 30
seconds.

Mr. BOND. I yield 1 minute.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before
we yield to Senator MURRAY, let me
once again ask my friend, Senator
BonD.

You know, we are reaching a deadline
here with an awful lot of things that
haven’'t been handled. From my stand-
point, the way the Senator has accom-
modated his amendment in working
with us is acceptable. I urge that he let
us accept it at some point and not in-
sist on a rollcall vote. I assume the
rollcall vote will probably be 100 per-
cent. But I don’t think that helps the
Senator any more. I am trying to tell
him as clearly as I can that is not
going to help him any more than if he
lets us accept it. It is going to a con-
ference which is on an expedited proc-
ess. I want to help him. I am doing ev-
erything I can. I don’t know if I want
to go through a rollcall and then, you
know, be very helpful after that.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the good advice from my very
wise leader on the Budget Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with my colleague from
Missouri in offering this amendment. 1
have been extremely concerned about
the impact of a $14 billion reduction in
the disproportionate share hospital
payments.

The Bond/Murray amendment sends a
strong message to the authorizers that
the health care needs of low-income
pregnant women and children remain a
priority in developing any DSH reform
legislation. I am not opposed to re-
forming the program to ensure that
payments are being targeted to those
most in need, but we cannot allow re-
form efforts to threaten the delivery of
care to our most vulnerable popu-
lations.

Massive changes in DSH imple-
mented in order to be a deficit reduc-
tion target could jeopardize the ability
of many hospitals, especially children’s
hospitals to serve low-income children,
pregnant women, and the disabled. For
many hospitals, DSH payments are the
difference between solvency and bank-
ruptey.

As we all know, few States would be
in a position to off set the loss of Fed-
eral DSH payments. Meaning that hos-
pitals would have little choice but to
eliminate or reduce services for the
most vulnerable in our society. With-
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out the flexibility of DSH, States can-
not hope to expand Medicaid coverage
for uninsured children or pregnant
women. In addition, any efforts to ex-
pand Medicaid for HIV positive individ-
uals in order to prevent the onset of
full blown AIDS, could be impossible.

I am hopeful that the authorizers
will carefully craft a reform proposal
drive by policy, not just numbers. DSH
is too important to allow simple num-
bers to be the guiding influence.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment to send an important mes-
sage that DSH reform should not result
in the loss of health care coverage for
children, the disabled and low-income
pregnant women. We need to use ex-
treme caution to prevent any further
eroding of health security for these
vulnerable populations.

I thank Senator BoND for his efforts
in bringing this amendment to the
floor and I look forward to working
with the authorizing committee in de-
veloping a fair and equitable DSH re-
form legislation.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of Senator BOND's reso-
lution, the sense of the Senate regard-
ing the protection of children’s health.
While I believe that our children will
be best served by a balanced budget, we
also must ensure that this agreement
sends a strong message that we must
preserve the access of low-income chil-
dren to quality health care.

May children’s hospitals are des-
ignated as disproportionate share hos-
pitals or DSH hospitals because they
serve a disproportionate share of low-
income children. DSH payments make
a vital difference in the ability of hos-
pitals to serve this population. They
are a critical part of the health care
safety net for vulnerable children.

For example, two of the largest chil-
dren’s hospitals in Ohio have informed
me that approximately 40 percent of
the children they serve are covered by
Medicaid. Without the additional DSH
payments, the ability of these hos-
pitals to serve low-income children
would be seriously impaired.

DSH payments are even more impor-
tant to independent children’s teaching
hospitals that do not receive Medicare
support for graduate medical edu-
cation, known as DSH dollars. In fact,
I'm working on a letter to the Finance
Committee about this GME inequity
now.

But my point here is that if DSH
funds are cut from children’s hos-
pitals—that already are not receiving
dsh funds—then these hospitals will
find it very difficult to provide quality
care for poor children. Although we
must balance the Federal budget, we
also want this balanced budget to
make children’s health and well-being
a top priority.

Senator BoOND's resolution is con-
sistent with that message. It recog-
nizes how important a balanced budget
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is, and it recognizes that some changes
in DSH payments may well be nec-
essary. But, it also recognizes how im-
portant—within such a budget—DSH is
to children’s health. I strongly support
the Bond resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do
not want to get myself into another
situation where I am confused. Senator
BoND has a lot of time. Has he yielded
his time?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I had sev-
eral other cosponsors who wished to
speak. I would like to reserve 5 min-
utes for them to speak and yield back
the remainder of the time. In the
meantime, until they come to the
floor, I would be happy to ask unani-
mous consent to have the amendment
temporarily set aside so I can confer
with the chairman and give an oppor-
tunity for the cosponsors to speak.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could we establish
this, however? Either before we accept
the amendment, if that is the ap-
proach, or before we vote on it, if that
is the approach, the Senator from Mis-
souri would use 5 minutes immediately
prior thereto.

Mr. BOND. I would be agreeable with
that.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that that be the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand that we
could temporarily set aside the pending
amendments and proceed now to Sen-
ator SPECTER, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, for one of his three amend-
ments. I understand that the Senator
from Pennsylvania has agreed that the
other two will not be called up.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
distinguished manager articulates it
correctly. I will offer one amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you, very
much.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

AMENDMENT NO. 340

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 340.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER] proposes an amendment numbered 340.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this
amendment adds $1.1 billion to func-
tion 550, which is the health function,
for fiscal year 1998, with an offsetting
$1.1 billion reduction in nondefense dis-
cretionary functions, which would hold
Federal agency administrative costs to
96 percent of the estimated 1998 level.

The offset constitutes a reduction in
nondefense spending of four-tenths of 1
percent. This four-tenths of 1 percent
could be accommodated by reducing
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administrative costs only 4 percent, so
that the net effect would be to have
Federal administrative costs reduced
by 4 percent to 96 percent of the esti-
mated 1998 level.

This amendment is being offered, Mr.
President, because the Senate yester-
day adopted, by a vote of 98 to nothing,
a sense-of-the-Senate resolution to in-
crease spending for the National Insti-
tutes of Health by $2 billion. And while
that sounds good, to those who are un-
aware of the inner workings of the Sen-
ate, a sense-of-the-Senate resolution
does not have any real effect but just
says what we would like to have occur.
This amendment will be directed to-
ward having hard dollars placed in the
budget resolution for the National In-
stitutes of Health. I am offering this
amendment on behalf of Senator HAR-
KIN, Senator MACK, Senator D’AMATO,
Senator JEFFORDS, Senator INOUYE,
Senator COLLINS, Senator HUTCHISON,
Senator FEINSTEIN, and Senator REID.

Mr. President, there is a general ac-
ceptance that the National Institutes
of Health has been one of the real
treasures of the U.S. Government,
making enormous advances in the most
dreaded diseases which we face today.
There have been enormous advances in
cancer, breast cancer, prostate cancer,
enormous advances in Alzheimer’s dis-
ease, cystic fibrosis, more recently in
schizophrenia; a new generation of
AIDS drugs are reducing the presence
of the AIDS virus and HIV-infected per-
sons to nearly undetectable levels, and
the phenomenal work being done by
the National Institutes of Health has
led to a consistent rise in funding for
that agency.

Since becoming chairman of the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education, we
have raised the funding for NIH by
some $643 million in fiscal year 1996.
We have raised the funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health by $820 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1997, but this year we
are faced with a reduction in the
health account. So that if this budget
goes forward, and this budget signifies
what funding will be available for NIH,
there will be a cut in all health ac-
counts and accordingly, on a pro rata
basis, a cut on the National Institutes
of Health.

The total allocation and funding for
the health account, account 550, was
frozen from last year at $25 billion, and
in this budget it is in at $24.9 billion,
or, as I say, a cut of some $100 million.

This is $400 million short of what the
President’s original budget mark was
for 1998, and over $3 billion short for
the 5-year budget period. The budget
would cut the health account by some
$2.2 billion through the year 2002. But,
most importantly, from the point of
view of what we are doing here today,
we have the President coming forward
with a budget increase of some $400
million, and this account is now cut by
$100 million.
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If this is left to stand, Mr. President,
we will have the anomalous, or hard-
to-understand situation where the Sen-
ate has said we ought to increase the
National Institutes of Health by $2 bil-
lion, and then when it comes to my
committee where I chair and have the
responsibility for establishing the
mark, suddenly we will find not only
no money for an increase, but the ac-
count is cut by $100 million. So, on a
pro rata basis, there would have to be
a decrease.

We find this at a time when other ac-
counts have increases in spending. De-
fense spending rises by $3.2 billion in
fiscal year 1998; international affairs
rises by $900 million in fiscal year 1998;
energy rises by $400 million in fiscal
vear 1998; natural resources and envi-
ronment rises by $1.3 billion for this
vear; commerce and housing goes up
$300 million; education and training
goes up $4.3 billion; administration of
justice up by $1.4 billion, the general
Government rises by some $800 million.
But no one has come to the floor on
any of these lines and has said there
ought to be a $2 billion increase. The
only line in the items which I have just
spoken about would be defense. But for
the National Institutes of Health, yes-
terday we had a spirited presentation
with many speakers saying NIH ought
to go up by $2 billion. The reality is it
is all Confederate money unless there
is some allocation which is more than
a sense-of-the-Senate or our very best
wishes but a specific amount which has
a specific offset.

That is, in itself, somewhat of an
oversimplification, but that is very
close to the reality. The whole budget
resolution, in a sense, is an expression
by the Senate, by the Congress of what
we ought to have done, contrasted with
the specific appropriations bills which
are then legislated and then ultimately
signed by the President.

I conferred with the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee after talking this over with the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, and Senator DOMENICI said,
well, you better see how Senator STE-
VENS is going to respond to it. And Sen-
ator STEVENS says we need to have the
hard dollars through the budget proc-
ess. So that if the National Institutes
of Health is to avoid having a cut, this
amendment is going to have to be
adopted.

It goes without saying that as one
Senator who chairs a certain sub-
committee, I am bound by the will of
the Senate. If the Senate says in this
vote that the National Institutes of
Health is not to have an increase but,
in fact, is supposed to have a decrease,
to the various interest groups who
want breast cancer to be funded, who
want prostate cancer to be funded, who



May 22, 1997

want Alzheimer’'s to be funded, who
want heart disease to be funded, who
want AIDS to be funded, then I can say
I went to the floor and I laid the case
on the line—and I am not totally with-
out experience as an advocate—and the
Senate said, no, we are not going to in-
crease the funding for the National In-
stitutes of Health. I have a specific off-
set, and that is administrative costs
that go down 4 cents on the dollar. I
think that administratively you can
cut 4 percent. It is four-tenths of 1 per-
cent across all discretionary non-
defense budgets, but it comes out of,
could come out of 4 cents on the dollar
on administrative costs.

If the Senate says that on Wednesday
night we said put it up $2 billion, that
is what we would like to see, but when
the Senate faces the hard choice and
has to put its money where its mouth
is, a sense-of-the-Senate amendment is
where the Senate’'s mouth is. This
budget resolution is where the money
is. If the Senate says we are not going
to put our money where our mouth is,
that is on the record. And when people
say NIH did not get an increase, it is
because the Senate turned it down.

So this is an opportunity for the Sen-
ate, bluntly speaking, to put its mouth
where its money is. Mr. President, we
have only 1 in 4 approved grants fund-
ed, and we have people dying as we
speak from cancer, dying as we speak
from heart disease, dying as we speak
from many, many ailments. The Na-
tional Institutes of Health has been our
very best capital investment in the
health of the American people.

That, in effect, lays it on the line in
just a very few moments. So at this
point I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? '

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be temporarily set aside so
that I might present an amendment,
which will only take 5 minutes, and
then we can go back to the amend-
ment, unless the Senator just wants to
wait for someone else to speak.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
no objection to my distinguished col-
league proceeding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest? If not, who yields time to the
Senator from Texas?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield—how much time, I ask the Sen-
ator?

Mr. GRAMM. Five minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Five minutes to the
Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

AMENDMENT NO. 320, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I send to

the desk a modification to amendment
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No. 320. I ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

If the Senator will withhold, the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Gramm], for
himself and Mr. BOND, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 320, as modified.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEPOSIT OF ALL FEDERAL GASOLINE
TAXES INTO THE HIGHWAY TRUST
FUND.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Since 1956, federal gasoline excise tax
revenues have generally been deposits in the
Highway Trust Fund and reserved for trans-
portation uses.

(2) In 1993, Congress and the President en-
acted the first permanent increase in the fed-
eral gasoline excise tax which was dedicated
to general revenues, not the Highway Trust
Fund.

(3) Over the next five years, approximately
$7 billion per year in federal gasoline excise
tax revenues will be deposited in the general
fund of the Treasury, rather than the High-
way Trust Fund.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions in this res-
olution assume that the Congress should in
the extension of the Budget Enforcement
Act, ISTEA reauthorization, appropriations
acts, and in any revenue bills, that all reve-
nues from federal gasoline excise taxes, in-
cluding amounts dedicated to general reve-
nues in 1993, should be dedicated to the High-
way Trust Fund so that such taxes may be
used for the purpose to which they have his-
torically been dedicated, promoting trans-
portation infrastructure and building roads.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator BYRD
be added as a cosponsor to amendment
No. 320 with a modification in its stat-
ed purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we set
up the highway trust fund in 1956, and
from 1956 until 1993, every time we had
a permanent gasoline tax, that gaso-
line tax as a user fee for use of the
highways was deposited in a highway
trust fund that was spent largely for
highway construction, though in re-
cent years some portions of it have
been dedicated to other purposes like
mass transit. But from 1956 to 1993,
when somebody went to the filling sta-
tion and stuck that nozzle in their gas-
oline tank and filled up their car or
truck, they were paying a tax on gaso-
line that was used to build the roads
that they would drive over using that
car or truck.

In 1993, in the budget and subsequent
tax bill that flowed from it, for the
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first time in American history since
the adoption of the highway trust fund,
we had a permanent gasoline tax of 4.3
cents a gallon that went not into the
highway trust fund but into general
revenues, so that for the first time
since we set up the trust fund we had a
gasoline tax that was adopted for the
purpose of paying for general Govern-
ment and not building highways.

We know from the vote in the House
on the Shuster amendment, we know
from the vote in the Senate on the
Warner amendment that there is a
strong belief that money collected on
gasoline taxes ought to be used to build
roads and it should not be taken to
fund other programs of American Gov-
ernment.

I have put together and sent to the
desk in my modification to amendment
No. 320 a very strong sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution that simply makes note
of the fact that this 4.3-cent-a-gallon
tax on gasoline, which has been di-
verted for the first time ever from the
highway trust fund, should be returned
to the highway trust fund, and that as
we move on to consider our Budget En-
forcement Act, as we consider ISTEA
reauthorization, as we consider appro-
priations acts, and as we consider other
revenue bills, all revenues coming from
a gasoline excise tax, including the 4.3
cents a gallon that currently goes to
general revenues, should be deposited
in the highway trust fund and should
be used for the purposes that the trust
fund has been historically dedicated to:
building roads and paying for other
modes of transportation. This is the
first of many amendments that we will
have, aimed at moving the 4.3-cent a
gallon tax on gasoline out of general
revenue, where it funds general Gov-
ernment, into the highway trust fund
so that this roughly $7 billion a year
can go for the purpose that the gaso-
line tax was collected. I know this is a
controversial amendment in some
areas, but I believe there is a strong
consensus in Congress that we need to
move in this direction. I do believe
that later this year, when we do a tax
bill, that this will be done. So my pur-
pose here is simply to begin the process
of putting the Senate on record.

Let me also say, and I discussed this
with Senator DoMENICI, and I feel a lit-
tle sheepish about doing it, but when
we had so many people who felt so
strongly about this issue, one of the
things that I promised them was that
they were going to get an opportunity
to vote on it. So, what I would like to
do is simply ask that this be put with
another amendment, possibly a unani-
mous consent that this be a 10-minute
vote following some other vote that we
would have, so we might actually give
people a chance to be on record on this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING
yields time?

OFFICER. Who
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I can-
not agree to the unanimous-consent re-
quest regarding the 10 minutes. Would
the Senator leave that up to us as we
schedule it? Does the Senator want to
get the yeas and nays?

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. T ask unanimous
consent it be in order we get the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
from Texas. I intend to support his
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

AMENDMENT NO. 340

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, 1 ask
Senator SANTORUM be added as original
COSponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Who yields
time on the pending amendment?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time on the pending amend-
ment?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I will
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 1
want to inguire parliamentary wise,
how much time does Senator SPECTER
have remaining on his amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 50 minutes
remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five-
zero, 50 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time did
he have for the amendment? I thought
he had an hour. He only spoke 10 min-
utes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am sorry. I thought
he spoke much longer than 10 minutes.

Would the Senator agree to reduce
his time to 30 and we will take 15 on
our side?

Mr. SPECTER. I do.

Mr. DOMENICI. I so propose.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
might inquire, the sequence has been
somewhat misunderstood, but I think
we are close to an agreement. If Sen-
ator ASHCROFT, from the State of Mis-
souri, can agree to 30 minutes on his,
then I would proceed to ask that he go
next, and then Senator WELLSTONE go
next; but in the event Senator
WELLSTONE is inconvenienced for 5 or 6
minutes, that we do other business but
not deny him the next amendment to
be called up to be his, after Senator
ASHCROFT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
might I just inquire of the Senator
from New Mexico, I believe my col-
league from Missouri is planning to
take the full half-hour?

Mr. ASHCROFT. That is correct.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from New Mexico, I think I will
be here. I thank him for his courtesy. If
I am not, a 1-minute quorum call will
do the job and I will be ready to go.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will send out
word for you and we will give you a lit-
tle time, because you accommodated
us and I appreciate it.

Does the Chair have an inquiry of the
Senator?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator yields the floor?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I in-
quire of my distinguished colleague
from Iowa, how much time he would
like? The distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee on Labor,
Health, Human Services and Edu-
cation, former chairman of the sub-
committee?

Mr. HARKIN. And the proud cospon-
sor of your amendment, I might add.
How much time do we have?

Mr. SPECTER. We have 20 minutes
left. Parliamentary inquiry, how much
time does remain on my side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
understanding of the Chair that the re-
quest was for 30 minutes, equally di-
vided.

Mr. DOMENICI. No, that was not our
intention. I asked the Senator if he
would agree with a total of 30 minutes,
and then I would agree to 15 minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. That is correct. That
was my understanding.

Mr. DOMENICI. And that is the con-
sent. He has, whatever time he has
used, the total he is going to get is 30
minutes on the amendment and I have
agreed to reduce my time from an hour
to 15 minutes in rebuttal. Is there
something wrong with this that makes
it complicated? I thought it is very,
very simple.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. So the
Senator from Pennsylvania has 15 min-
utes?
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Mr. SPECTER. I have 20 minutes. Mr.
President, the statement was made
that I had spoken 10 minutes. Senator
DoMENICI asked a few moments ago
how much time remained on my ac-
count: 50 minutes, 5-0. I spoke for 10
minutes. I have agreed to speak for 30.
So 10 from 30 would leave 20. Senator
DoMENICI has agreed to accept 15 min-
utes. So the total time remaining
would be 20 minutes on my side and 15
minutes on Senator DOMENICI's side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then
that will be the order.

Mr. HARKIN. May I have 10 minutes?

Mr. SPECTER. I yield 10 minutes to
Senator HARKIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Jowa is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague, the chair-
man, Senator SPECTER, to support this
important amendment. Yesterday the
Senate went on record in support of
doubling research at NIH with the
adoption of the Mack sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment, a unanimous vote last
time. This amendment that Senator
SPECTOR is offering is a modest first
step toward making good on that com-
mitment.

Senator SPECTER said the amend-
ment would add $1.1 billion to the
health account to restore, first of all,
the $100 million cut contained in the
resolution and additional moneys to
enable our subcommittee to provide
adequate funding for NIH and other
health programs. Without our amend-
ment, it will be virtually impossible to
provide even an inflation adjustment
for medical research in the year 1998.

Mr. President, the resolution before
us, despite the other merits, is, to put
it kindly, extremely shortsighted when
it comes to support for finding cures
and more cost-effective treatment and
prevention for the many diseases and
disabilities that affect us. In so doing,
it shortchanges our future, short-
changes Americans’ health, and short-
changes efforts to control health care
costs and keep Medicare solvent in the
long run. At the same time we are
shortchanging basic investments in
health care, the Pentagon gets another
multibillion-dollar increase. Here is a
chart right here that will show you.
Here is the shifting priorities. This is
our budget agreement versus last
year's spending.

Defense gets $3.2 billion more; health
gets $100 million cut. Wrong priorities.

Another way of looking at it is to see
what is happening with our spending
on discretionary health funding. The
President’s budget had $25.3 billion; the
1997 budget was $25 billion; the budget
agreement is $24.9 billion. That is
where that missing $100 million is. We
are going in the wrong direction in
spending for basic research in this
country.

Let me just give a couple of examples
to show the folly of what we are doing.
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Last year, the federally supported re-
search on Alzheimer's disease totaled
about $300 million. Yet it is estimated
that we spend about $90 billion annu-
ally caring for people with Alzheimer’s.
In other words, for every $100 we spend
caring for people with Alzheimer’s we
are spending about 3 pennies on re-
search for Alzheimer's. Supported re-
search on diabetes is about $290 million
a year, yet it is estimated we spend
over $25 billion on diabetes care. Men-
tal health, research is about $613 mil-
lion a year, estimated $130 billion a
year spent annually on mental health
care.

So, these penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish statistics are even more illogical
today. We are at a time of great prom-
ise. Just about every day we read about
new discoveries and new break-
throughs, new therapies and new treat-
ment strategies. We are making
progress. But, while we aren't suffering
from a shortfall of ideas, we are suf-
fering from a shortfall of resources. I
have often made this analogy, when it
comes to medical research. It is like we
have 10 doors and they are all closed.
We want to find out what is behind
those doors. If you look behind one
door, the odds are 10 to 1 you are not
going to find what you are looking for.
Right now, we are funding less than 25
percent of the peer reviewed, accepted
grant proposals at NIH. That means we
may be looking behind door No. 1, but
doors 2, 3, and 4 are still closed.

That is the odds. They are not good
odds we are going to find the right
treatments, strategies, cures, interven-
tions. “Let’'s Make A Deal’ had better
odds than that. Maybe there is a cure
for breast cancer behind door 3, or Alz-
heimer’s behind door No. 4, or Parkin-
son’s behind door No. 2, but we don’'t
know because we aren't committing
the resources to unlock those doors.

There is another impact that lack of
medical research funding has. Young
people, maybe looking ahead, thinking
about pursuing a career in medical re-
search., yet they see the resources are
not there to let them do long-term re-
search. So the doors are locked to the
cures but so are the doors to careers.

Our lack of investment in research is
discouraging people from pursuing ca-
reers in medical research. Here is a fig-
ure. The number of people under the
age of 36 applying for NIH grants
dropped by 54 percent between 1985 and
1993.

I know there are a lot of factors, but
we believe that the lower success rate
among all applicants is making bio-
medical research less and less attrac-
tive to young people. This amendment,
by Senator SPECTER, provides a very
modest downpayment on what is need-
ed. It begins to put us on the right
path, the path that we committed to
last night unanimously by adopting
the Mack amendment. This amend-
ment today will have a real impact on
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efforts to support medical research.
But let me be clear, even with adoption
of this amendment we can't get the job
done. The budget resolution before us
makes it clear that the only way we
can devote the resources we need to
help research, to help health research
and stop robbing Peter to pay Paul is
by going outside of the regular discre-
tionary spending process.

This resolution calls for $24.2 billion
in discretionary health spending by the
yvear 2002. That includes NIH, CDC,
Community Health Centers, Older
Americans Act, health professional
training, maternal and child health
care, and on and on. To double funding
for NIH, as this body committed to do
last night, would cost over $26 billion
by the year 2002. That is $2 billion more
than the entire health function is al-
lotted by the year 2002.

So even if you eliminated all funding
for breast cancer screening, Meals on
Wheels for seniors, drug treatment,
Older Americans Act, community
health centers, and on and on, if you
eliminated all of that, this budget reso-
lution would still not enable us to meet
the goal that we said last night by a
vote of 98 to 0 that we wanted to meet
by the year 2002, which is to double
NIH funding.

The only way we are going to get this
is through another mechanism. I be-
lieve the best other mechanism is
called for in S. 441, National Fund for
Health Research Act, that Senator
SPECTER and I introduced. Basically,
what this trust fund says is, look, we
spend about $650 billion a year in
health plans—Blue Cross/Blue Shield,
Aetna, HMO’s, on and on. All we are
asking is that 1 percent, 1 penny out of
every dollar that we spend on health
care in this country, be remitted to a
trust fund, just like a highway trust
fund. Every time you buy a gallon of
gas, you put money into the highway
trust fund. It is like an airline ticket
tax; you put money in to keep the air-
ports going.

What we are saying is, it is uncon-
scionable that we spend all this money
in health care in America and we put
nothing from that health care budget
into research.

The bill Senator SPECTER and I have
introduced, S. 441, will do that. It will
take 1 penny out of $1 to put into a re-
search trust fund, because if we do not
do it, then all we did last night were
just words, so much hot air. Ninety-
eight Senators last night said they
want to double funding for NIH by the
year 2002. Let’s put our resources where
our mouths are.

The first step toward that is adopting
the Specter amendment to at least
meet the needs next year to make sure
that we do not have this $100 million
cut in health spending, and to make
sure that we have higher-than-infla-
tion-spending resources for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.
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Mr. President, expanding our com-
mitment to research will promote
health care, control health costs, cre-
ate jobs and strengthen our economy
and competitive position in the global
marketplace. This amendment is an in-
vestment in our future.

I urge the adoption of the Specter
amendment so that we can meet—start
to meet—what we said we were going
to do last night when we adopted the
Mack resolution.

I yield back whatever time I have re-
maining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President. When I suggest
the absence of a quorum, how is that
time charged?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is charged to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. And when no one
speaks and the Senate is in session,
there is no quorum call, how is that
time charged?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time is
charged equally between both sides.

Mr. SPECTER. I do not suggest the
absence of a quorum.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SPECTER. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 9 minutes,
36 seconds; the Senator from New Mex-
ico has 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. SPECTER. I will not yield time
but await response, if any, from the
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to make sure my friend, Senator
GRAMM, has 4 or 5 minutes, so will you
remind me when I have used 5 minutes,
and then I will yield as much time Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG needs and then with-
hold a few minutes for the Senator
from Texas. If not, I will take it off the
resolution.

First of all, let me say it is with
great regret that I cannot support this
amendment. It does not make any dif-
ference what the U.S. Senate said last
night in a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion. They expressed a wish, a hope.
The truth of the matter is that we can-
not afford this amendment, nor will it
work as proposed by the proponents of
the amendment.
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First of all, it is without saying, that
no matter what we do to try to add
money to the function of Government
that the two Senators who are pro-
posing this control in the appropria-
tions process, that the allocation of the
moneys will be done by the chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations.
So, in a sense, we are going through an
exercise as if we are really increasing
NIH when we really are not. There is
no doubt in my mind that if this
amendment were to be adopted, that
Senator STEVENS would not have any
chance of being fair to all the rest of
the parts of Government and take $1.2
billion and add it to this function of
Government.

The second point is, just to be abso-
lutely frank and honest, even if we did
it and the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee did not agree and did
not put any money in, there is plenty
of money in the subcommittee to in-
crease NIH by $1.1 billion if the chair-
man and ranking member chose to do
so. They will just have to do what all
the other committees do:; they will
have to reduce a lot of other spending
within their committee to make an ad-
dition of $1.1 billion to NIH. ;

So, in a sense, this is like expressing
a desire, but in this one, we actually
change the numbers and presume that
this is going to be what is going to be
carried out. I do not think we ought to
do that.

For Senators who would like to know
what the effect of it is, because there is
nothing free, you take $1.1 billion out
of the rest of the functions of Govern-
ment and here is what I assume: First,
I assume that the agreement between
the President of the United States and
the leadership, with reference to pref-
erential accounts, will hold, and that
in the subcommittees, we will fund
those items that are preferred. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania
has a huge amount of money for these
protected items, most of them in edu-
cation, but I assume they are the larg-
est number of protected accounts
wherein more money is put in the sub-
committee than any other sub-
committee.

Having said that, I am going to as-
sume in this explanation to the Senate
that we protect all the other accounts
we have agreed to protect, which are
considerable. This small amount of
money that they are talking about cut-
ting, on that assumption, would yield
cuts like this: Veterans, $190 million;
WIC, $38 million; LIHEAP, which many
around here worry about, emergency
energy, $14 million; Social Security ad-
ministrative expenses, $36 million.

Frankly, I do not think we ought to
be doing that here today. I have the
greatest admiration for the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania,
and, yes, indeed, he has done a mar-
velous job in seeing to it that he can
push NIH up as much as possible, for
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which we are all grateful. And, yes, I
will say he has been very helpful to the
Senator from New Mexico, and I hope
this debate on the floor will never
change that. But I just cannot, in good
conscience, let the Senate take $1.1 bil-
lion, which I assume is going to come
from the unprotected accounts of this
Government, and put them into the
function that is called 550, where it
could be spent for anything in that
function. There is nothing we are going
to do here today which says you put it
in and it must be spent for NIH. The
good judgment of the chairman and
ranking manager will be what controls
it. They could put more in education if
they like and nobody could stop them.

Until the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee looks at all the
money available in the nonprotected
accounts and determines how much he
wants to give this subcommittee, we
are not going to know how much the
subcommittee has to spend, and I re-
gret that, but I believe that is the case.

I do not think we ought to do this to
the rest of the budget. Yesterday
evening, when we debated the desire of
the institution, called the U.S. Senate,
to do more for NIH, you did not hear
the Senator from New Mexico say,
‘““And that assures you in this budget
we are going to change it by $1.1 bil-
lion,” and had anybody asked me, I
would have said it does not assure you
of that. This budget is finished. That
wish is in the future, and I think the
proponent of that amendment knows
we are not going to get there very eas-
ily doubling NIH. It is just we want to
shoot for the stars when it comes to
science research, especially biomedical
research.

I yield the floor and yield whatever
time Senator LAUTENBERG wants, and
if we have a few minutes left, I will
yvield to Senator GRAMM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Once again, Mr.
President, I find myself on the opposite
side of an amendment that, frankly, I
would not mind supporting. I do not
think we do enough to combat the dis-
eases that plague our society, things
that we could ultimately save, I think,
a fortune with if we could develop some
of the programs that are now kind of
just showing up with a light at the end
of the tunnel.

I met with a group of drug executives
last week in New Jersey, and when
they laid out the programs that are
near completion—some of those are in
testing now in FDA—and the prospect
of saving costs for long-term diseases,
whether it is Alzheimer’s or
osteoporosis and so many other things,
it is a great advantage for us, both fi-
nancially and functionally, as a soci-
ety.

Because we are in this bind where the
funds would come from functions like
education, environment, crimefighting,
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frankly, I am going to have to oppose
it. It is one of the tasks we inherit
when we take on an assignment like
budget, which was declared earlier in
this Chamber to be one of the least
popular assignments in the place. As a
matter of fact, one Senator suggested
that every Senator ought to have a
sentence of 6 months on the Budget
Committee to understand what it is
like. Budget committees are fun when
there is lots of money. When there is
not much money, to put it mildly, it is
a drag.

Mr. President, I yield back any time
remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 6 minutes 30
seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 4 minutes to
Senator GRAMM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am in
favor of doubling funding for NIH, and
I am going to vote for it. When the ap-
propriations bill comes to the floor and
we are shooting with real bullets, as I
like to say, I am going to offer this
amendment if nobody else does. I think
we ought to vote on funding NIH, but I
want to make it clear that we are not
voting to fund NIH here. We are voting
to give the Labor-HHS Subcommittee
another $1.1 billion, with no guarantee
where that money is going to go.

I would like to make this point:
There is no program under their juris-
diction that is more popular than the
National Institutes of Health. The Na-
tional Institutes of Health is going to
end up getting this $1.1 billion no mat-
ter what we do here, but if we did
transfer this money and if the Appro-
priations Committee actually decided
to do it, something we cannot mandate
they do, what we are doing is larding
the very social programs that make up
the biggest growth in this budget.

The President of the United States
said, in one of his most honest state-
ments, this budget provides the largest
increase in social spending we have had
since the 1960’s. The point is, most of
those programs are under the jurisdic-
tion of the Labor-HHS Subcommittee,
chaired by the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania. All we are asking
is that we not give that subcommittee
more money; that they have to set pri-
orities, and if we are for the National
Institutes of Health, we have to decide
that there are other programs that are
less important than it is.

I remind my colleagues that the dis-
cretionary allocation alone to the
Labor, Health and Human Services Ap-
propriations Subcommittee is going to
be at least $60 billion.

The National Institutes of Health
gets about $13 billion. So we could
quadruple funding for the National In-
stitutes of Health in 1 year if we were
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willing to take it away from other pro-
Erams.

So I am glad we are voting on this
amendment now because when we have
this appropriation come to the floor of
the Senate, if NIH does not have this
money and nobody else on the com-
mittee and no one who is on the sub-
committee offers an amendment to
give it to them by taking it away from
other social programs, I intend to offer
the amendment to see that NIH gets
the $1.1 billion.

But let us not today give the fastest
growing part of the domestic budget,
Labor, Health and Human Services, an-
other $1.1 billion with no guarantee
that we are protecting the National In-
stitutes of Health but every guarantee
that we are larding programs that
many of the Members of the Senate do
not even support, much less do not sup-
port giving more money to.

So if you want to raise funding for
NIH, vote for it when the appropria-
tions bill is on the floor. But there is
over $60 billion in discretionary fund-
ing under the jurisdiction of this sub-
committee. If they want to quadruple
NIH next year, they can do it.

But they have to do it the way fami-
lies make a decision about sending
their child to Texas A&M University.
They have to say, ““Well, look, I wanted
to buy a new refrigerator. That was
great. I wanted to go on vacation. That
was even better. But I didn't do those
things in order to send my child to col-
lege.”

If we want to fund NIH, let us fund it.
And let us do it by giving less money
to things that are less important. 1
think that basically is what this
amendment is about. That is why I am
going the oppose it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SANTORUM). Who yields time?

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. How much time do I
have remaining? '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 9 minutes
30 seconds.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I will
be interested to see when the distin-
guished Senator from Texas offers his
amendment during the appropriations
process what his offsets will be. On my
time, I am interested to hear them
now, if the Senator from Texas would
care to give us a preview.

Mr. GRAMM. Well, let me say that I
do not have the listing before me, but
I can certainly tell you that it would
be my intention to go through the list
and to look at many of the areas where
we are funding programs that are of a
lower priority than the National Insti-
tutes of Health.

When a family decides they are not
going to go on vacation, that is not be-
cause it is not important. It is just be-
cause they have other things that are
more important.

(Mr.
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the answer from my distin-
guished colleague from Texas. But I
ask him if he would cut the Social Se-
curity administrative costs which total
some $6 billion or cut the Medicare ad-
ministration costs or if he would cut
the job training programs or student
aid or Pell grants?

I understand that, in posing this
question to the Senator from Texas, it
is not possible for him to give a very
meaningful answer without having the
list before him, but I suggest at the
same time that when he says we could
quadruple the accounts because we
have $60 billion; we had $74 billion last
yvear and the funding was very, very
short. And contrary to what the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico says,
that we are just talking about express-
ing a wish and a hope, that the ac-
counts are going to be set by the appro-
priators, that really is not so.

When the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, the full committee,
sits down for the 602(b) allocations,
what the Budget Committee has done
will be very, very important. When the
Senator from New Mexico says that we
can make allocations, yet at the same
time has stated that there are pro-
tected accounts on education that can-
not be utilized for the health account,
it is just a little bit inconceivable to
this Senator how the Budget Com-
mittee comes up with the 550 account
which is less than a freeze on last
yvear's account. The reality is that
there will not be the funds for us to
make an allocation for the National In-
stitutes of Health.

If this amendment passes, there will
be a statement from the U.S. Senate to
the Appropriations Committee that
there ought to be an increase by $1.1
billion, which will net out to about $1
billion for NIH, and that when you go
through, as the Senator from New Mex-
ico did, and specify what the costs will
be other places, that it is doable to
have a cut of 4 percent in administra-
tive costs. The administrative costs are
$25 billion today. Nobody can tell me
that you cannot cut 4 cents out of a
dollar on administrative costs.

What we did last night in talking
about a 32 billion increase for NIH is
“talking about it.”” What we are doing
now is putting our money where our
mouths were last night.

If the Senate votes this down, then
there is a ready answer that this Sen-
ator will have because I have the re-
sponsibility as chairman, Senator HAR-
KIN has the responsibility as ranking
member, of saying what we are doing.
On this date of the record, it looks like
there is going to be a $2 billion in-
crease.

How does the American public, how
do the people understand what the
sense of the Senate is? You say it is the
sense of the Senate. Is there a sense?
Yes, there is a Senate. Does the Senate
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have any sense? Well, not really if you
pass a sense-of-the-Senate resolution
which does not mean anything; $2 bil-
lion. Does the Senate have any sense?
Well, not if you pass a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution which is vacuous and
meaningless.

This is the money. Where is the
money? It is in this amendment. If you
do not pass this amendment, fine. I
have a way to tell the people who want
breast cancer to be financed, there is
not the money. The Senate voted no. I
have a way to say to the people who
wanted money for mental health, there
is no money to increase mental health.

The fact is that there has to be a pro
rata cut. You have less in the 550
health account. There is no way to
have an increase for inflation. Now, if
that is sense, then the Senate does not
have any sense.

How much time remains, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes thirty seconds.

Mr. SPECTER. I yield 2 minutes to
my distinguished colleague from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. I will try not to take
more than a minute.

The Senator from Texas said, if I
heard him correctly, that we can dou-
ble in 1 year the funding for NIH if we
would just set our priorities straight.

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator will
yield for 1 minute?

Mr. HARKIN. Sure.

Mr. SPECTER. He did not say, ‘‘dou-
ble.” He said, ‘‘quadruple.”

Mr. HARKIN. In 1 year?

Mr. SPECTER. In 1 year. That is
what he said.

Mr. HARKIN. I thought it was dou-
ble.

We are spending about $13 billion a
year at NIH.

Mr. SPECTER. Four times 13 is $52
billion, and we have $8 billion left over
according to the $60 billion figure. But
we only have worker safety and child
care and education.

Mr. HARKIN. I ask if the Senator
from Texas would amend his statement
in the RECORD and provide us with a
table. If the Senator from Texas says
we can quadruple spending for NIH,
please tell us how. Please put in the
RECORD for all to see what the Senator
from Texas would like to cut in order
to increase that kind of funding for
NIH. If he does not, well, then the
words are just words; they do not mean
anything.

So I challenge the Senator from
Texas to back up his words with exam-
ples of where we are going to get the
money to quadruple in 1 year funding
for NIH.

Lastly, let me just say, again for the
record, there has been some talk we
put the money there, but we don’t
know where it is going to go. We offer
the amendment as chairman and rank-
ing member of the subcommittee as co-
sponsors. We have the votes on his side
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and our side to make sure that is where
the money goes, to NIH. There should
be no doubt in anyone’s mind that that
is where this money is going to go.

I thank the chairman for taking the
lead on this.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, beyond
the assurance as to where the money is
going to go, there is money there, so
that if there needs to be a reallocation,
there will be some funds that can be al-
located.

The subcommittee has the responsi-
bility for job training, student aid, Pell
grants, LIHEAP, the Center for Disease
Control, child care, Social Security ad-
ministrative costs, Medicare, and a
long list of items which have very, very
high priority. And when the Budget
Committee returns to the health ac-
count less money than it had last year,
obviously, there is no money for NIH
because the other items have been cut
to the bone as it is.

The last 2 years Senator HARKIN and
I consolidated or eliminated 134 pro-
grams to save $1.5 billion to put into
NIH and to put into education. And the
additional funds here are on projected
programs.

So it is a very clear vote. It is a vote
as to whether we want to put our
money where we spoke so eloquently
last night on $2 billion or whether we
want to have NIH unable to have an in-
flation rise and, in fact, have a pro rata
cut.

How much time remains, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 1 minute 22
seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. Is the Senator fin-
ished?

I yield 2 minutes to Senator GRAMM.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want
to go back to this issue a moment be-
cause I think it makes my point. I was
thinking in terms of yesterday in talk-
ing about $60 billion for this sub-
committee. They are now up to $74 bil-
lion. They blew through $60 billion in a
hurry, and then another $14 billion.

My point is this—and I stand by the
point—if they wanted to give this
project more money, they could do it.
But the point is they have got to take
it away from somebody else. Actually,
they could increase it fivefold. I was
being overly conservative, as usual.

But let me just give you an example.
I do not have the list in front of me. I
will have to have the list when I offer
the amendment on the floor to provide
this money. I will have to cut some.

Let me give you one example. $491
million for Goals 2000. Maybe local edu-
cation could do without Federal Gov-
ernment telling them how to run the
primary and secondary schools. Maybe
we could sacrifice and not obligate that
$491 million of budget authority. That
would be about half of the way home
toward meeting this goal.

S0 I just begin with that one exam-
ple. I will start that out of the bidding
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process. You can have all $491 million
of that project. My guess is with the
list before me, in another 45 seconds I
could probably come up with the other
funds it would be required to do this.

But the point is, not that it is easy,
not that you want to do it, but the
point is, their argument is sort of like
the parent saying, *‘Well, you know, I'd
really like my child to go to college
but, you know, I've got to buy a new
refrigerator. We have been planning to
go on vacation.” The point is, families
make those decisions; why cannot Gov-
ernment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if it
were the old U.S.S.R., and Senator
GRAMM were Premier Stalin, he could
cut the $400 million for Goals 2000.
That happens to be one of the Presi-
dent's premier projects. Every time
you turn around within that item,
there are matters which are very, very
important to someone.

But I will await the vote. I will abide
by the will of the Senate. I will be fas-
cinated to see Senator GRAMM's amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield back his remaining 50
seconds?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, not
until I hear what Senator DOMENICI
says.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICL. I yield myself 3 min-
utes. What I do not have I will take it
off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
guess I would like to once again com-
pliment the sponsors and certainly in-
dicate that I have great respect for
their desire to fund programs like NIH.

But I tell you, fellow Senators, to say
you are going to go across the entire
budget of the United States and you
are going to get rid of some adminis-
trative costs and then you are going to
take those administrative costs and
you are going to put them in this sub-
committee so it can spend it on NIH is
a pipe dream.

There is not going to be any 4-per-
cent cut or 2 percent, whatever it is, in
overhead unless it is made by each sub-
committee who is doing that. What
this amounts to is deciding here on the
floor of the Senate that all of the other
subcommittees of the U.S. Senate that
handle everything from the Depart-
ment of the Interior to Veterans—in
fact, if I were the chairman of the Vet-
erans’ Subcommittee I would be here
on the floor and I would say, “I don't
think the U.S. Senate has given the
veterans enough.” I would ask John
ASHCROFT, “Will you help me? Why
don’t we just say, let’'s cut overhead
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and give the veterans $5 billion more?
After all, they're preferred people in
America."

Boy what an amendment that would
make up here at the desk. Who is going
to turn it down? It does not cost you
anything—does not cost you. Of course
it costs you something. Huge numbers
of other programs are going to have to
be cut. All I am suggesting is, we ought
to wait for the appropriators to make
that decision.

I think I am glad we stopped the
amendments and there are not any
more. I would look at very popular pro-
grams and send the subcommittee
chairman over here and say, well, let’s
just cut 8 percent out of the Sub-
committee on Health and Human Serv-
ices, the one they are adding to, and
just cut 8 percent out of overhead, and
stand here and tell the Senate, well, we
did not hurt anything in the sub-
committee; we took 8 percent out of
overhead and put it in the veterans.

Maybe you can think of a good one,
or maybe you can think of a good one.
I gave you some ideas, but I do not
want you to do that. I tell you, that is
what this amounts to. What we ought
to do is leave it up to the appropriators
as we have in the past.

It has been said that the Budget
Committee’s numbers are important as
to how they allocate. Let me tell you,
sometimes I am pretty puffed up about
this process. Other times I wonder
what in the world am I doing working
so hard at this process. The truth of
the matter is, in the last 14 years, the
appropriators have used the allocations
of the Budget Committee how many
times, would anybody think? Once. One
time Senator Mark Hatfield said, *‘T am
brand new at this job as chairman, so I
am just going to take your allocations
and just accept them.” Boy, that did
not last very long. By the next year,
they figured out what their allocations
ought to be and that was the end of
that, and they probably departed from
it by $5 billion. In other words, they
moved it from here to here but stayed
with the total.

I think we ought to stay with the to-
tals. Frankly, I hate to do this because
I am a strong supporter of NIH. In fact,
I may very well urge that Ted STEVENS
put more money in NIH when we look
through all the accounts of Govern-
ment and see how we can fit it. I do not
think it is fair to come here and say it
is not going to cost anybody anything,
it is a tiny bit of overhead. The other
phrase we used to use is “fraud and
abuse.” The best fraud and abuse sales-
man around here was Senator Dennis
DeConcini. He used to come down here
at the end of the whole process and
say, “I am not spending anything. I
just want to tell the Government to
save $600 million on fraud and abuse,”
and he would write up an amendment,
fraud and abuse, take the $6 million,
put it in the subcommittee, and say we
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will spend it there, and everybody went
home and he got a press release. The
truth is, nobody found the $600 million
or the $400 million in fraud and abuse,
and so what happened, another com-
mittee has to eat it.

That is what we are asking to do
here. I do not think that is the way to
do it. We will have a little more time
spent on this amendment before we fin-
ish here today.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. I am delighted I did
not have an offset here on fraud and
abuse. I have an offset on administra-
tive costs.

As the distinguished chairman
knows, there has to be an offset. I
chose an offset which I think is real-
istic. When the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico says the appropri-
ators are going to do whatever they
want to do, I wonder why we are here
at all. Why have we been spending the
last 2 days on a budget process that
does not mean anything? The fact is
that it does mean something.

When the Senator from New Mexico
says, call on the subcommittee chair-
man of Veterans' Affairs, how about
the chairman of Veterans' Affairs? I
chair the Veterans’ Affairs Committee.
Let me tell you, it would be a boon to
that committee to have this re-
searched.

Now the guestion is whether there is
going to be any sense of the Senate at
all, and if there is, this amendment
will be adopted.

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand this
amendment will be stacked in the nor-
mal manner that we are planning, or if
we have not gotten that agreement, we
have a number of amendments we will
stack by unanimous consent soon. But
we have another amendment to call up,
and I ask whatever the pending amend-
ment is, that it be set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO, 322

Mr. ASHCROFT. I call up an amend-
ment numbered 322, and I ask unani-
mous consent that Senators MCcCAIN
and INHOFE be added as original co-
sponsors, and Senator GRAMM is now
reflected as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment, but, if not, I ask his name be
added.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT]
for himself, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr HELMS, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr.
McCAIN and Mr. INHOFE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 322,

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1977.)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise
today with an open mind, for I have
not yet decided how to vote on the
budget resolution before the Senate. I
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understand and I appreciate that we
should not let the perfect become the
enemy of the good. If I forget that, the
leadership and the Senator from New
Mexico will be quick to remind me, I
am sure.

Having been a Governor, I under-
stand that budgeting requires choices,
choices that will not satisfy everyone
but should benefit everyone. Like Sen-
ator BoND, who served as Missouri Gov-
ernor before me, I balanced eight budg-
ets in our State of Missouri, working
with our State legislature. The eco-
nomic results were a strong, growing
economy, more jobs, low taxes, and the
Nation’s highest bond ratings. We de-
veloped a record of which we could be
proud in balancing the budgets. We de-
veloped a rainy day fund, several hun-
dred million dollars in the cashflow op-
erating reserve.

But the State law that we had
equipped us with the necessary tools to
balance our budget. We had a constitu-
tional provision and requirement that
we balance the budget. We had the line-
item veto. We had the requirement and
the power to balance our budgets and
then the tools to enforce our agree-
ments. We worked with good people
who had good intentions, and we
reached good agreements. But we also
had a good process to ensure that our
agreements were kept.

I have only been in the Senate for a
relatively short period of time, but it
seems to me there is no shortage of
good people with good intentions here
in Washington. What disturbs me is
that here in Washington we do not
have good processes in place to ensure
that the budget agreements we make 1
year will be kept the next year. Par-
ticularly, we lack the right kind of me-
chanical structural devices in Govern-
ment to make sure that the budget
agreements we make in 1 year, like
1997, would be kept in the year 2002.

You can believe in and trust the peo-
ple who reach disagreement in good
faith, and I do believe in them and I
trust in them. But the history of failed
budget agreements and the continuous
deficit spending without enforcement
measures makes a mockery of good
people and it makes a mockery of good
intentions. We need more than good in-
tentions and good people. We need good
guarantees. We need strong enforce-
ment provisions. We need the limits
contained in the agreement to make
sure that the agreement is not broken.

We have heard a lot on the floor of
Senate that if you do this to the budg-
et, it will be a deal-breaker. Well, I
want to make sure that we add some
enforcement so that we have a deal-
keeper. 1 hope that there will not be
folks anywhere in this Chamber who
say that because you have an enforcer
of this agreement that it is a deal-
breaker. It would be awfully difficult
to hear people argue that anything
that forces us to keep the agreement
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breaks the agreement. I think what we
have here is the need for a deal-keeper
and a deal-keeper cannot be a deal-
breaker.

Most of the people who are involved
in the debate might not be in office 5
yvears from now. The President cer-
tainly will not. So if we expect to bal-
ance the budget, we need a principled
process, we need the structure of pro-
tection to be added to this agreement.
We should not trust the next genera-
tion’s future to a handshake agreement
between people who will not even be
around when the real crunch time
comes. That would be the triumph of
hope over experience.

For me, a balanced budget in the
year 2002 is worth voting for, but good
intentions are not enough to be worth
voting for and good intentions alone
will simply not protect us until we get
there. The budget resolution which we
have before the Senate today claims to
reach balance by the year 2002. The
American people will furnish every sin-
gle dollar that is taxed and spent under
this budget deal. I believe they are en-
titled to the very strongest possible
guarantees, guarantees that promises
made under this deal today will be
promises kept tomorrow. People out-
side the Washington Beltway have a
healthy skepticism of promises to stay
on course for a balanced budget.

The amendment which I have intro-
duced and which I am introducing with
those other Senators whose names
have already been recited enforces the
assurances that the leadership is prom-
ising under this plan. It does not
change the bipartisan agreement be-
tween the President and the constitu-
tional leadership. It simply adds addi-
tional enforcement mechanisms to en-
sure that the Nation actually reaches
balancing its budget by the year 2002.

Now, if we are truly committed to
balancing the budget, we must have
adequate enforcement mechanisms.
This amendment ensures that any leg-
islation, any legislation would be out
of order if it caused total outlays to ex-
ceed total receipts for the year 2002, or
any fiscal year thereafter, unless three-
fifths of the whole number of each
House provide for a specific excess of
outlays over receipts by a rollcall vote.
Under this amendment, any legislation
would be out of order if it caused an in-
crease in the public debt above the lev-
els in the fiscal year 1998 budget resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1998 through 2002,
remaining at the 2002 level thereafter
unless three-fifths of the Members of
each House provided for such by roll-
call vote. Under this amendment, any
legislation would be out of order if it
caused an increase in revenues unless
approved by a majority of the whole
number of each House by a rollecall
vote. That is the requirement for an
absolute majority in the event of any
increase in taxes.

Now, over the past 30 years Congress
has not been very good at exercising
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self-control in budgetary matters. We
need these enforcement tools to lock in
our commitments to the American peo-
ple to balance the budget by the year
2002. Senators should recognize these
concepts which I have just mentioned.
The fact that it would be out of order
to increase the debt above the levels in
the agreement, it would be out of order
to have outlays that exceeded our in-
come, it would be out of order to have
tax increases without the whole of a
majority of each whole House in a roll-
call vote, because these are the very
provisions, these are the very provi-
sions which we all voted for, which 66
Members of this Senate voted for in the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution debate.

I say to the 66 Members who voted in
favor of this, this should be the struc-
ture we work in perpetuity, as long as
this Nation exists. If it was good
enough to put in the Constitution as
long as America would exist, it ought
to be good enough to put into this
budget agreement for the next 5 years.
It is that simple.

Deficit spending has wrested power
from the people it has deposited here in
Washington. We have inverted the
Framers’ will. They expected us not to
spend the money of the next genera-
tion. This approach is to do one thing,
and one thing alone, and it is to curtail
the deficit. It is to put enforcement
and teeth into this agreement. It is to
hold this agreement in place during the
next 5 years. It is not to add spending
to this agreement or take spending out
of this agreement. It is simply to make
this agreement an honest agreement
for the people of the United States of
America.

Our ability to spend the money of the
next generation is one of the skills we
have refined to a very high level, and it
is a skill we ought to curtail and guard
against. This amendment would guard
against it.

We have tried time and time again to
deal with the dilemma of recurring
debt. We have not been able to deal
with it. We simply have not been able
to summon the discipline. Well, I say
put the discipline in this agreement.
We should make part of this agreement
the kind of guarantee that will make
sure we keep our word. Put ‘‘deal-keep-
er’”’ into this agreement. Stop talking
about deal-breakers. Make this a deal-
keeper.

Chronic overspending does not sim-
ply result when one group decides that
it will try and stop it. We have to have
the right structure in place, and the
amendment which I have offered today
is the right structure for doing that.

This budget agreement suggests that
Congress will balance the budget by
the year 2002. We must have the en-
forcement provisions necessary to en-
sure that this goal is actually reached
to place the very provisions in this
agreement, the very provisions which
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were voted for overwhelmingly by this
Senate when it sought to pass the bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution. Sixty-six Members voted for
those items. That makes good sense.

Incidentally, for those who didn't
vote in favor of the balanced budget
amendment, the rest voted against it
and almost universally said give us a
chance to vote for this as a statute.

We don't need to tamper with the
Constitution. Here is that chance. This
is a chance to say, ““Yes. We agree that
statutorily the very conditions which
were so favorably received in the bal-
anced budget amendment proposal are
available as statutory law here.” I be-
lieve this is an addition to the budget
agreement, which won't be a deal
breaker but which would be a budget
agreement keeper.

If the Senators believe that this
budget deal will lead us to a balanced
budget by the year 2002, then they
shouldn’t fear adequate enforcement
provisions that will make this a cer-
tainty. The American people are right-
ly skeptical that this deal will lead to
a balanced budget. Firm enforcement
would go a long way to assure the
American people of Congress’ resolve
to do the right thing and to keep its
promise to balance the budget.

As I mentioned., 66 Senators voted to
abide by the enforcement provisions in
this amendment when they voted for
the balanced budget constitutional
amount.

I hope that they will join in support
of these very items which would pro-
vide an assurance that the conditions
of this agreement would indeed be met.

Senator INHOFE and I have combined
forces on another amendment. I wanted
to thank him for his cooperation in
getting that done.

I yield the remaining time to Senator
INHOFE.

Mr. INHOFE. Let me yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. I thank my colleague
from Oklahoma.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
parliamentary inquiry: Perhaps I
didn't understand the Senator from
Missouri. Was the Senator yielding
time to the Senator from Oklahoma to
speak on the Ashcroft amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that the Senator
from Missouri yielded his remaining
time to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. If I could be recognized
for a point of clarification, I believe
that the Senator from Missouri was
recognized for the purpose of explain-
ing the provisions of the amendment
323, and inadvertently said **322.”

Mr. ASHCROFT. I had two amend-
ments. The second amendment I was
going to use at the same time.

Mr. INHOFE. We are going to ask for
the yeas and nays.
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Mr. ASHCROFT. I would like to ask
for the yeas and nays on amendment
322.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want
to congratulate our colleague from
Missouri.

This is a very important amendment.
Quite frankly, the only reason anybody
would oppose this amendment is if they
don’t believe that this budget agree-
ment is going to produce a balanced
budget. I think this budget agreement
is really short on enforcement. I think
enforcement is very important in a
budget because you are talking about
what you are going to do 5 years from
now.

We all know the old adage: ““After all
is said and done more is said than
done.”” And in politics that adage
should grow by some multiple. In fact,
we have stood on the floor of the Sen-
ate on many occasions and pounded our
chests and said we balanced the Fed-
eral budget. It is not balanced yet.
And, in fact, we are a long way from
the goal line.

As I pointed out yesterday, 97 cents
out of every dollar of deficit reduction,
as compared to current discretionary
spending and current law, in this budg-
et comes from assuming good things
are going to happen in the future.

What the amendment of the Senator
from Missouri does is say that is just
great, but, if it doesn’t happen, we are
going to have an enforcement proce-
dure that says you have to have a
three-fifths vote to raise the debt to
pay for this deficit, that you have to
balance the budget by the year 2002 un-
less 60 percent of the Senators vote to
waive it. Obviously, they are going to
be under political pressure to live up to
their promise—and that you have to
have a rollcall vote and a constitu-
tional majority on raising taxes.

These provisions weren't made up by
the Senator from Missouri last night.
These provisions weren't simply
dreamed up or written on the back of
an envelope. We enshrined these agree-
ments forever when 66 Members of the
Senate voted to make this part of the
Constitution of the United States of
America. In fact, had two of our col-
leagues, who had pledged to vote for it,
not changed their votes it would be
part of the Constitution today, and
this wouldn’t even be needed.

If 66 Members of the Senate were
willing to make this the Constitution,
why couldn’t 51 of them vote to make
it part of this budget agreement, that
for the next 5 years as a part of this
budget agreement we have the same
enforcement procedures we would have
had had one more person voted for the
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balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution?

So I want to congratulate our col-
league from Missouri. I think this is a
very important amendment. If you
have any concerns that Congress may
not live up to what it said, if you have
any reason to be suspicious that all
may not go well or as planned and you
want to buy a little insurance policy
that says there is something different
about this budget than all of the others
that we have adopted, vote for this
amendment. I intend to vote for it. I
think it is a very important amend-
ment. I urge my colleagues to do the
same.

I thank our colleague for yielding me
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I send a
second-degree amendment, numbered
323, to the desk, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A sec-
ond-degree amendment is not in order
until all time has expired on the
amendment.

Mr. INHOFE. Does the Senator from
Missouri yield back all his time on 322?

Parliamentary inquiry: As I under-
stand it, if the Senator from Missouri
would yield back the remaining time
on amendment No. 322, then it would
be in order for me to send this to the

desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Missouri and the Sen-
ators who control the time yield all
time, then the amendment would be in
order.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr.' President, I ask
unanimous consent that I send a sec-
ond-degree amendment to the desk and
ask for its consideration and that it be
accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? ’

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Oklahoma has the
floor. i

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield
such time in opposition to the amend-
ment by the Senator from Missouri to
the Senator from New Jersey as he
may use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG.
Chair.

As we examine the amendment sent
up by the Senator from Missouri, it

I thank the
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kind of recalls some other debates that
we have had here, and he so aptly re-
minded us, that included the balanced
budget debates and the subsequent vote
that took place. And it therefore seems
to me to be out of range to attempt to
do that on this budget resolution.

Frankly, in discussions that we have
been having informally, it is my under-
standing that this amendment not only
is opposed by me on behalf of the
Democrats but also is opposed by the
Republican management, and I cer-
tainly hope so because this is outside
certainly the structure of this budget
resolution.

We are, Mr. President, working with
a set of estimates. That is the best that
can be done. One cannot put this into
concrete and say that absolutely at the
end of your fiscal year 1998 or even at
the end of the fiscal year 1997, which is
relatively imminent, we are going to
be able to precisely gauge exactly what
the outcome is going to be. It cannot
happen. So we are working with esti-
mates.

But there is something else we are
working with, and that is the good
faith of the institution. I have heard it
said on this floor in recent moments
that the implication is that we in this
body can't be trusted. And the words
that were uttered came from a Member
or Members of the institution.

I don’t know who it is that can't be
trusted. Is it everybody else except the
speaker? Is it everybody on this side of
the aisle? Is it everybody on that side
of the aisle? The one thing I must tell
vou I find difficult to comprehend—
now, my background is business and I
spent 30 years doing that. We didn't
find everybody always meeting their
word. But typically, if someone had a
position of responsibility, you gave
them the benefit of trust. And if there
was, sometimes, a misunderstanding on
an agreement, why, we chalked it up to
a misunderstanding, we chalked it up
to a misinterpretation. But to suggest
that there is no trust in the U.S. Sen-
ate, sent here, 100 of us, by 260 million
people—what fools those people are to
send us here. We can’t be trusted. You
hear it coming from those who work
here, those who have been sent here:
Oh, no, we can’t be trusted.

I will tell you this. I don't know any-
body here—anybody here, on either
side of the aisle, who can’'t be trusted.
I may disagree with their point of view.
I may disagree with their judgment. I
wouldn’t say—I am trying to think of
the instances where, perhaps, in my 15
yvears here, that I have run into some-
one who you just can’t trust. There are
rumors about a person here or there.
But to suggest that the body is not
trustworthy and therefore we need spe-
cial shackles, special handcuffs, special
rules, special procedures?

It is not enough to say, look, I was
sent here by, I don’t know, 2 million
people in the voting booths, or that I

9365

represent a State with 8 million people,
or this one represents a State with al-
most 50 million people, or that one rep-
resents a State with 18 million, or that
one represents a State with 350,000 peo-
ple—to say those people are either
naive, stupid, don’t know what is going
on? They made a choice that suits
their intellect and suits their view of
what life is about, what they need to
carry on their responsibilities. I don’t
think we need these constraints.

I want to look at the record. I look at
a record and if we get partisan about
this, I look at a record of two parties,
one Republican, one Democrat. The Re-
publicans came into power in full force
in 1980. President Reagan was a popular
President, among the most popular in
the history of the country. He came in,
made decisions about tax cuts, $2.8 tril-
lion worth of tax cuts—$2.8 trillion. By
the way, in this budget, we have $250
billion, and there is a fair amount of
debate. I didn’t hear a lot of people say,
don’t trust him. It was voted, it was
part of the law, and we succeeded in
creating skyrocketing deficits, year
after year, growing more each year
than the year before, until we were al-
most at our wit’s end.

In 1992, a Democrat was elected
President, a Democrat from the tax-
and-spend party. That Democrat
brought the budget deficit down from
$290 billion to what is anticipated this
year to be below 370 billion, 1992-97, 5
vears’ worth. We have been doing pret-
ty good. That, to me, looks like we
kept our word, all of us, because we
have legislated. We have been lucky,
too. We have had a very good economy
to bolster the revenue side of things.

But Government is smaller than it
was by a significant measure, over a
couple of hundred thousand people. We
have tightened up in lots of ways that
needed tightening up, and the results
are pretty good. We have close to 12
million new jobs, unemployment is at
its lowest point in 24 years, inflation at
a steady rate, very low. There is not
too much concern—a little worry, but
it's not like it used to be. It's not like
it was when it finally worked its way
up to 21-or-so percent some years ago.
It has been modest. Things have been
happening.

Our tax-to-GDP ratio is the lowest
among the industrialized nations. Our
ratio of deficit to GDP, very low. Signs
are pretty good. Is this going to last
forever? 1 don’t know. Neither does
anybody else here. Is it going to get
worse immediately? No one knows that
here, either.

We look at the statistics. They look
pretty good: PPI down, CPI down, ev-
erything in the right direction. That,
again, does not mean it is going to last,
but it does mean this is a heck of a
time to, after struggling, struggling to
get a balanced budget amendment on
the books—and we are this close, Mr.
President, this close to a balanced
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budget. It can be done in this body
within hours from now, within hours, 4
or 5 hours; pass a balanced budget
amendment—a balanced budget. I am
sorry. A balanced budget. That was a
slip of the tongue. Not one I meant to
make, I can tell you. Within 4 hours,
we can have a balanced budget, bipar-
tisan—their side, my side.

I don't know that we are walking
arm in arm, but as I said for the news-
paper the other day, at least we are not
looking nose to nose, we are looking
shoulder to shoulder, which I think is a
better way to do it, and feeling pretty
good about a lot of hard work.

I don’t get paid overtime. I don't
want to get paid overtime. I did it be-
cause I took the job I wanted to have.
I am so privileged to serve in this body.
So many times I go over to my desk
and I lift the top drawer—this is for the
Senator from Missouri. I lift the top of
my desk. It is right back there. Under-
neath that top, it says, “Truman, Mis-
souri.” There is only one Truman I
know, who was the President of the
United States. I think his name was
Harry—*'Truman, Missouri.” The man
who stood for don't pass the buck:
“The buck stops here.” The distin-
guished Senator from Missouri had
served as Governor of that State. He is
someone highly thought of. But I could
not disagree with him more on this res-
olution.

When I see things going as they are,
and we have an opportunity for us to
work in a bipartisan fashion, 6 weeks,
roughly, of long days, long nights of
sitting across the table from one an-
other—no growling, no grousing, no
anger, no fits or bursts of tempera-
ment, walk out of the room—none of
that stuff. We disagreed. We discussed
it. But nobody tried to put anything
over on the other person. And we had
the President’s people in the room with
us, three parties to the agreement.

And I tell you, talking for myself and
for my colleagues over here, there are
things in here that we just don’t like.
I can be sure that there are things over
there that they just don’t like. But in
a consensus arrangement—I have heard
that even occurs sometimes in mar-
riage. Two people get along, have nice
kids and all that. Sometimes they dis-
agree. Hard to believe?

In any event, here we are. We have
worked together and we walked out of
that room, that day, feeling pretty
good, even though we had the disagree-
ments that followed on. We have
worked, now, for these couple of days
to try to get this agreement in place so
it could go over to the House, have a
conference on it, get the President to
sign it and say to the American peo-
ple—I hold my head high when I do it,
in conscience. And my conscience—my
name means a lot to me. It means a lot
to me because whenever I am in here, 1
always remember that my parents were
brought here as children by their par-
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ents from Europe—poor, hard-working
people. They always said to me,
“FRANK, get an education. That’s the
way up. That's the way you get out of
this. That's the way you get out of the
store,” with my mother waiting on the
tables, cleaning them off all day and
all night.

So, my name means a lot to me.
When I lent my support to this agree-
ment, I did it feeling full well that I
had done it with all the knowledge that
I had available to me, that I did it in
good conscience and that we were
going to be able to get this agreement
passed, out of the way and passed, and
that we would be working hard to
make sure that we met the objectives
that are in here.

The budget amendment says—and I
perhaps paraphrase here because I am
not reading from the amendment but I
am reading from a summary. It re-
quires a three-fifths vote of the Mem-
bers of each House to provide for spe-
cific excess of outlays over receipts or
to provide for such an increase in the
level of the public debt.

That is pretty significant. Normally,
we operate with a majority, except in
some special cases—veto override or
supermajority that are required, some-
times, in budget affairs. But typically
it is 51 votes takes it all.

Here we say that, no, even though it
is now in order, even though it is on
paper, even though these are estimates,
I once again say, and even though it
was done with the best judgment that
people could exercise, no, we are now
going to go back to the debate on the
balanced budget amendment. That is
essentially what this is. Because we
saw it defeated when it was presented
here. It needed 67 votes. It got 66, as I
remember. And one of the Senators on
the floor before said that we would
have had a balanced budget amend-
ment if a couple of people hadn’t
changed their minds. We would have
had it in place. It would have been at-
tached to the Constitution.

Far be it. It took a lot of States.
They had to make a lot of votes; 50 of
them had to vote to approve it before it
got into place—not all 50 of them, but
three-quarters of them.

So it would not be in place. To now
be doing a balanced budget amendment
when we have a balanced budget 5
vears in duration, 10-year projections,
we don’'t expect—we could be wrong,
but that’s judgment. That is why we
were sent here. Use your judgment,
make sure your conscience is clear in
things that you do. We could be wrong,
but it looks in the 10 years, in the next
5-year cycle, that there will not be an
explosion of growth in tax cuts, there
won't be an explosion in the annual
deficit, that we will be able to muster
a surplus so we can start paying down
some of that debt and get rid of some
of the interest we have to pay every
yvear. We have to pay more than a quar-
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ter of a trillion dollars in interest
every year that every citizen in this
country pays for in one way or the
other, that children, future genera-
tions, will be called upon to pay your
debt. They didn’t sign any papers to ac-
quire that debt. But we are on the way
to solving some of those problems.

Now, when I look at this amendment,
it says, further, that it waives these
provisions for any fiscal year in which
a declaration of war is in effect, cer-
tainly, or the United States is engaged
in a military conflict which causes an
imminent and serious threat to na-
tional security. Are there threats to
our society other than war? Is insta-
bility within our society a threat to
this society? Is violence in the street a
threat to our society? Is constant ten-
sion and hostility between parts of our
society, one with the other, classes in
our society? I think that is a real
threat to national security. But there
are no provisions if we are all wrong
and a recession starts; if, worse, a de-
pression occurs. If we had the same
rules in place today in the early 1930's,
then the Depression—everyone who
knows anything about business or eco-
nomics, who studied the problem, will
tell you the Depression would have
been considerably ameliorated if we
had unemployment insurance, if we
had other protections for people during
that period of time.

I think, frankly, as we look at this
amendment, demanding now a 60 per-
son vote in order to change things, to
try and anticipate all the problems you
have, is a terrible mistake. I think it
violates the structure of the budget
resolution. It will blow this agreement
out of the water absolutely, because I
know that there are not enough people
who would vote to sustain a point of
order if that is called upon. I expect to
do just that.

So, Mr. President, I hope that we will
leave well enough alone in this case,
get on with the business at hand, pass
the balanced budget resolution, and let
us start solving our problems and not
create new ones.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. I yield such time on
the amendment as I may use.

Mr. President, my colleague and ally
from New Jersey a few moments ago
said of the amendment of the Senator
from Missouri on this case I could not
disagree more. I must say I could not
disagree less and still disagree, but dis-
agree I must do.

The reason I put it in that form is
that the Senator from Missouri has
presented us with an amendment that
is for all practical purposes in statu-
tory form the constitutional amend-
ment on the balanced budget that was
supported by almost but not quite two-
thirds of the Members of this body. It
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differs, of course, not just in being in
budget resolution language but in
being effective immediately rather
than several years from now, and in
dealing with declining budget deficits
as if each of them was the triggering
mechanism for the supermajority re-
gquirements that are included within it.

It is, nevertheless, a theory with
which this Senator and the manager of
the bill, the Senator from New Mexico,
agree. The point with which we dis-
agree, however, is the proposition that
this philosophy should be added to this
budget resolution. The issue is an im-
portant one. It is an appropriate one to
be debated.

I can remember personally a decade
ago when I had serious enough.reserva-
tions about a constitutional amend-
ment on the balanced budget when I
felt that this philosophy ought to be
passed in the form of a statute so that
we could determine as a country
whether or not it worked before we
moved toward placing it in the Con-
stitution. Personally, I would still be
willing to do that.

However, it is important enough, it is
vital enough that it ought to be de-
bated independently of a budget resolu-
tion, which, as the Senator from New
Jersey has said, marks the first time
on which we have had a budget resolu-
tion in the time that I have been here
at least that was supported largely by
both sides of the aisle and in this case
by the President of the United States.

And so while it is possible to argue, I
suppose, that this amendment does not
formally or technically breach the bi-
partisan agreement on the budget, as
did yesterday’'s amendment on a to-
bacco tax and several of the other
amendments that have been voted on
here, it clearly breaches at the very
least the spirit of this budget resolu-
tion agreement. It also clearly rep-
resents a vitally important policy deci-
sion which should not be debated for an
hour or 2 hours as an amendment to
this bill and then added to it.

It is for that reason, keeping what
this Senator believes to be a commit-
ment to pass this budget resolutions
essentially in the form in which it was
presented to this body, that I regret to
say it is not acceptable to the leader-
ship on this side as it is not to the
leadership on the other side.

Now, Mr. President, for the informa-
tion of other Members of the Senate,
when all time has been yielded back on
this debate—and I intend to yield our
time back in just a moment—the Sen-
ator from New Jersey will raise a point
of order against this amendment. 1 be-
lieve that the Senator from Missouri
will move that the point of order be
waived, will ask for a rollcall vote on
that subject, and then we will stack
that rollcall vote after the one pre-
viously ordered. We will go on to a
similar but not identical amendment
that will be sponsored jointly by the
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Senator from Missouri and the Senator
from Oklahoma, and 1 suspect, al-
though I cannot guarantee this, that
when debate on that is completed we
will probably have a series of votes, all
of the votes that have been stacked at
that time, which might very possibly
take place at or around 6 o’clock.

With that, Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to and I do yield back the re-
mainder of my time on this amend-
ment.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time on amendment 322.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). All time is yielded back.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
the pending amendment is not germane
and therefore I raise a point of order
that violates section 305(b)(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
move to waive the point of ordered and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
that the amendment be temporarily set
aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

AMENDMENT NO. 323

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I call
up amendment 323.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from Missourl [Mr. ASHCROFT]
proposes an amendment numbered 323.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we are prepared to agree that de-
bate on this amendment be limited to
30 minutes in total.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
would ask the Senator from Missouri if
he would permit the exchange that we
expected to have—the chairman of the
Budget Committee is here—and that
was that we would switch side to side.
Now, we have had an amendment from
Senator GRAMM, from the Senator from
Pennsylvania, one amendment from
the Senator from Missouri. Meanwhile,
a commitment was made to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, who has been
waiting virtually all day. We have not
had a chance to deal with it and I
think——

Mr. DOMENICI. I think unless Sen-
ator WELLSTONE and you want to yield

the

the
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a second opportunity to our side, we
have had three in a row. I did not know
Senator ASHCROFT was going to offer
two. I said let's have one. And if you do
not want to yield to them, they will be
next after Senator WELLSTONE.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
that would be my preference.

I thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 313, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
call up amendment 313.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 313.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

AMENDMENT NO. 313, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to modify my
amendment.

Mr. GORTON. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is made.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
this is a typographical error. I believe
we sent it to the staff earlier.

Mr. President, I am pleased to work
this out. We had given it to Senator
DomENiIcr's staff several hours ago.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. I inform the Senator
from Minnesota there will be no objec-
tion to his modifying his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
send a modification to the desk. I
thank my colleague from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 3,
$1,650,000,000.

On page 3,
$2,190,000,000.

On page 3,
$3,116,000,000.

On page 3,
$4,396,000,000.

On page 3,
$5,012,000,000.

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

line 3, increase the amount by
line 4, increase the amount by
line 5, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by
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On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 4,

On page 4,
$1,601,000,000.

On page 4,

On page 4,
$4,141,000,000.

On page 4,
$6,543,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,101,000,000.

On page 22, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,690,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by

On page 22, line 9, increase the amount by
$2,616,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by
$3,541,000,000.

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by
$3,796,000,000.

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by
$5,843,000,000.

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by
$4,312,000,000.

On page 26, line 6, increase the amount by
$400,000,000.

On page 26, line 7, increase the amount by

On page 26, line 14, increase the amount by

On page 26, line 15, increase the amount by

On page 26, line 22, increase the amount by

On page 26, line 23, increase the amount by

On page 27, line 5, increase the amount by

On page 27, line 6, increase the amount by

On page 27, line 13, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 27, line 14, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 38, line 14, decrease the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 38, line 15, decrease the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 40, line 17, decrease the amount by

On page 41, line 7, decrease the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 41, line 8, decrease the amount by
$16,364,000,000.

On page 43, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,101,000,000.

On page 43, line 22, increase the amount by
$44,000,000.

On page 43, line 24, increase the amount by
$2,039,000,000.

On page 43, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,366,000,000.

On page 44, line 2, increase the amount by
$3,541,000,000.

line 4, increase the amount by

line 5, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the amount by
line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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On page 44, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,546,000,000.

On page 44, line 5, increase the amount by
$5,843,000,000.

On page 44, line 6, increase the amount by
$4,312,000,000.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
this amendment assumes increases in
funding for Head Start and early start,
child nutrition programs, school con-
struction, and this additional funding
will be paid for by reducing the tax
benefits to the top 2 percent of income
earners in the United States as well as
by reducing tax benefits that are com-
monly characterized as corporate wel-
fare tax loopholes.

Mr. President, it has been said about
this budget—I might ask my colleague
from North Dakota, does he have an in-
quiry?

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield to me for a question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to
yield, Mr. President.

Mr. DORGAN. I appreciate the fact
we are on a very important amendment
the Senator from Minnesota is offering.
I am increasingly concerned this after-
noon. It is now 5:30 in the afternoon. As
the Senator from Minnesota knows, a
number of us in this Chamber have
been working on a disaster supple-
mental bill providing disaster relief in
an appropriations bill for people who
have been involved in disasters, and we
are nearing a point in time when time
will run out on the passage of the bill.
And some say, well, maybe the disaster
bill will not be passed before the Sen-
ate goes out for the Memorial Day re-
cess. Some others say, well, maybe not
only will we not pass the emergency
supplemental appropriations bill that
we have been working on for weeks,
but we will not pass the emergency
portion of it.

I ask the Senator from Minnesota, is
it not the case that in Grand Forks and
BEast Grand Forks we have 10,000, 15,000
people who are waking up not in their
own beds because they are homeless
and a disaster bill must be passed? We
cannot adjourn this session of Congress
and take a recess unless a disaster bill
is passed that deals with these criti-
cally needed funds. We have victims of
floods and fires and blizzards out there
who are waiting for a disaster bill to be
passed. I am not suggesting here any-
one is to blame for anything. I am just
saying in the waning hours, we need to
find a way to bring a disaster bill to
the floor of the Senate.

Is it not the case we have thousands
of people homeless in your area, East
Grand Forks, and in Grand Forks who
are awaiting some word about whether
a disaster bill is going to be passed?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to my colleague from North Da-
kota, I am pleased he raised this ques-
tion. I certainly want to speak about
this amendment. I think it goes to the
heart of the question of what the budg-
et is about. But I think it is important
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to take a few moments right now in
the Chamber to speak about this. I say
to the Senator from North Dakota 1
know how hard he has worked on this
for people in North Dakota. I know
how hard Senator CONRAD has worked.
I know how hard Senator GRAMS, the
other Senator from Minnesota, has
worked and Senator JOHNSON and Sen-
ator DASCHLE.

I just think that would be uncon-
scionable. I hope this does not happen,
the House of Representatives going
into recess without getting the work
done. Because in this particular case
—it is quite one thing to say we want
to get the work done, for example, on
the budget, though the truth of the
matter is 10 days from now the budget
could be done and it really would make
no difference. In this particular piece
of legislation, we are talking about
emergency assistance for people. This
needs to be done right away.

So I say to my colleague, we cannot
adjourn. I mean there is no way we can
adjourn until this work is done. He is
guite right in the guestion that he put
to me.

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator would
vield for one additional question?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Certainly.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the dis-
asters that have occurred in our coun-
try that now result in a requirement to
pass a disaster bill have been the most
significant disasters that occurred in
North Dakota statehood: 3 years worth
of snow in 3 months; a 500-year flood in
the Red River; thousands and thou-
sands of people homeless, still home-
less.

I appreciate very much the coopera-
tion that we have seen here in the U.S.
Senate in trying to write a disaster
bill. We got one out of committee and
got into conference. I am a conferee. I
know a lot of Members of the Senate—
the chairman of the committee, the
ranking member, and others—have
been working hard to get this done.

I do not know what is happening on
the other side, but I know this: If the
result of the coming hours will be that
there are those who want to adjourn
the Congress and go on a Memorial Day
recess and decide that it is all right
later to pass some kind of disaster re-
lief bill, I will say to them, it is not all
right with this Senator and not all
right with a number of others, because
people awaiting disaster relief are
going to understand that this Senate
has an obligation to do it.

We must not and cannot take a Me-
morial Day recess until we have ad-
dressed the disaster needs of victims
who have suffered now for weeks.

In Grand Forks alone, nearly 15,000 of
whom are still homeless, we do not
need those folks to be looking at the
Congress and saying “Why? Why on
Earth were we not able to get the help
we were promised and help that was
needed?” I want them at the end of this
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session to be able to say thanks to
Members of Congress who worked hard
to say to them, ‘‘You're not alone.
Here's some help. Here's some help to
reconstruct and recover.” I want them
to say thanks for that.

But I just say to my colleagues, I do
not quite know where we are. I worry
about some of the things I am hearing
in the last hour or so. At the end of
this process, we must have passed some
kind of disaster relief bill. This Con-
gress cannot—cannot—possibly adjourn
for the Memorial Day recess and leave
the victims of those disasters wanting
and needing help that will not come.

So 1 appreciate the Senator from
Minnesota yielding.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
that is fine.

I want to go on with this amendment,
but I see my other colleague from
North Dakota on the floor. If he has an
inguiry to put to me, I would be
pleased to hear from him.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank my colleague
from Minnesota.

I just say, I talked to the mayor now
of Grand Forks, our good, mutual
friend, Mayor Owens. I am sure she is
in contact with the mayor of East
Grand Forks over in Minnesota, Mayor
Stauss, your good friend. She has said
to me that, if Congress adjourns with-
out taking action, it will be a terrible
blow, given the fact that this city that
was entirely evacuated, nearly all
50,000 citizens had to leave their homes.
Many of them still have not been able
to return.

The supplemental has been going
through Congress with good, bipartisan
cooperation, certainly an excellent ef-
fort here in the Senate, one which has
been on both sides of the aisle very ac-
commodating, very willing to help out.

I see our good friend, the Senator
from New Jersey, who is the ranking
member on the Budget Committee, who
personally came forward with a very
generous contribution to help the peo-
ple in Grand Forks and East Grand
Forks, which we deeply appreciate.
Now we are being told that there is a
view by some in the other body that
they should just leave town without
taking further action. That would be a
disaster all of its own.

I say to my colleague, and I ask him,
wouldn’'t that be a disaster in and of
itself to say to those local officials,
“*‘We can't tell you what resources you
have available to rebuild because we've
got to take a break"? I mean, we could
understand if they cannot get the en-
tire disaster bill done, although that
ought to be the first priority. But if
they cannot get that done, they should
at least be able to get the emergency
measures in that disaster bill done so
those towns are not left in the lurch.

I ask my colleague from Minnesota,
wouldn’t it be a disaster, a second dis-
aster—actually a third disaster—for
the people of our communities if Con-
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gress decided just to leave town before
taking action at least on the emer-
gency measure?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
respond to both my colleagues—and
please understand I think about what
is happening to the people in Grand
Forks. Everybody had to leave their
homes. Those people were refugees. I
know the pain of the people in East
Grand Forks and other communities of
Minnesota.

I say to both my colleagues that this
is a nightmare. I just—this is a night-
mare. I guess I never would have be-
lieved it, that we are on the floor right
now—this is away from the amend-
ment. We will get back to it, I say to
the Senator from New Jersey. But my
colleagues come to the floor and raise
these questions.

This is a nightmare. I never would
have dreamed that there would even be
any thought that we would go into re-
cess without finally providing this as-
sistance to people. People need this.
These people are trying to figure out
how to get back to their homes. People
are homeless.

We cannot—we cannot—leave with-
out doing this. I have heard that over
in the House there is some discussion
they are going to just adjourn.

I just make a plea to Democrats, Re-
publicans, and the independent in the
House, everybody, every breed of polit-
ical person, regardless of your point of
view, please do not do this. I think
from our point of view, it is just unac-
ceptable.

I mean, I think all three of us are
saying, we just cannot have a Congress
going into recess without passing
through at least this emergency assist-
ance. What people do not agree on, I
say to both my colleagues, they can set
aside; but what we cannot set aside is
this emergency.

Let me emphasize that word again,
“‘emergency’’ assistance that people
need. They need it now. It would be the
worst possible thing for this Congress
to go into recess without providing
this.

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator would yield for one additional
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I say to
the Senator from Minnesota, I appre-
ciate your yielding to me.

The flood that occurred—let me take
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks to
discuss why we have the need for an
emergency response here.

The Red River flood was a flood that
became 150 miles by 40 miles nearly.
You could not see a river; it became a
huge lake in the Red River Valley. But
the point of it all is this. When this
flood came—let me just use Grand
Forks, ND, and East Grand Forks, MN,
represented by Senator GRAMS and
Senator WELLSTONE who worked so
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hard on this. Nine thousand people—
when those dams broke and that water
came rushing down the streets, the
people got out of their houses, in most
cases with only the clothes on their
backs. They rushed to the end of the
streets, were pulled up by National
Guard trucks and by other devices, and
they lost their homes, lost their vehi-
cles.

Then we saw them at a hangar, big
aircraft hangar out at the Grand Forks
Air Force base sleeping on cots—4,000
of them from every other small town
for 100 miles around.

In Grand Forks, 50,000 people, 90 per-
cent of the town was flooded. I was in
a boat of the Coast Guard in the main
street of Grand Forks, ND. You would
hit a car. You could not see the car. All
vou could see was 2 inches of the top of
the radio antenna.

In the downtown, a major fire de-
stroyed 11 of the huge buildings in
downtown Grand Forks in the historic
district.

In the middle of all of this, with two
cities evacuated, we had the head of
FEMA come to our region, James Lee
Witt, and say, ‘“We’re going to help
vou.” We had the Vice President come
to our region and say, ‘‘You're not
alone.” We had President Clinton in
Air Force One fly into Grand Forks and
East Grand Forks and put his arm
around some of those victims living in
that aircraft hangar, and he said,
“We're with you. The rest of the coun-
try wants to extend a helping hand and
say you're not alone.”

We have had enormous cooperation
from everybody. In this Chamber, the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee and the ranking member and
the subcommittees have done a re-
markable job of saying to us, *“We want
to help you.” And they put in the dis-
aster supplemental bill the resources
that were needed. Congratulations to
them. Every single one of them have
come to us and said, “We want to help
you.” And they provided the resources
in this bill here in the Senate that we
then sent to conference.

What a remarkable effort by the
Members of the Senate on a bipartisan
basis. Then we went to conference. In
fact, all of the disaster issues that are
important to us to provide the nec-
essary resources in conference are now
agreed to. We do not have any out-
standing issues. They are agreed to.

Why is it important that this get
done? Because in the cities of Grand
Forks and East Grand Forks—the Red
River runs in the middle of those two
cities—they have to establish a new
floodway. When they establish a new
floodway, it means there will be hun-
dreds and hundreds of homes that will
no longer be able to be located there.
Most of them are now destroyed any-
way. In order to describe the new
floodway and have a buyout of those
homes, those mayors need to have the
resources to begin that process now.
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Today, they do not have the re-
sources, so those hundreds of families—
well over 1,000, incidentally, are near
and in that floodway—they now cannot
be told by anyone, will their home be
there or will it not be there? Will it be
bought out or not? No one knows and
no one can know until the resources
are available to have that buyout. That
is why this is urgent. If it waits 1 week
or 2 weeks, they cannot make those de-
cisions. Those folks can never move
back into their homes. They cannot
move back into their homes.

So anybody who says, “This is not
urgent. It can wait. It can wait 1 week
or 2 weeks,” let me give them the
names of the young boys and the young
girls who will sleep on cots, sleep in
shelters, sleep in strange homes during
those 2 weeks, part of which Congress
will have been in recess. And then have
them send them a letter to say, you
know, we just could not get this done.

Not getting it done is not acceptable.
We have done our work. The disaster
supplemental is largely agreed to in all
of these areas. We must at a minimum
take that out of the disaster supple-
mental, those resources that are nec-
essary to help those people, and pass
that on an emergency basis. The fail-
ure to do that—a decision, for example,
by the other body to say we will not do
that, we are going to take a recess, will
be a devastating blow to people who do
not deserve that, having been victim-
ized by these disasters.

So the Senator from Minnesota has
been generous in yielding for a ques-
tion. I just make the point that this
Congress cannot adjourn without ad-
dressing the emergency needs of this
disaster.

Do 1 feel passionate about this?
You're darn right I do. I am not going
to let 15,000 people who are not yet
back into their homes be told that Con-
gress took a break for Memorial Day
and the people who are homeless can
wait a couple of weeks for a solution to
this problem. I will not be a part of
that kind of decision.

So if there are those who think that
any adjournment resolution will pass
by this Congress failing to pass an
emergency bill dealing with this dis-
aster, it is going to be a long, long few
days.

I ask for the cooperation of everyone.
We have had wonderful cooperation of
Republicans and Democrats, and I
might say in the Senate I cannot feel
prouder of all the people I have worked
with on the Appropriations Committee.
I will just encourage and urge everyone
involved in this process to decide and
determine that we must get this done.

I appreciate very much the Senator
yielding. I understand that you have an
important amendment and I apologize
for intervening on that, but I think
this message must be understood. This
is not an option. We must pass a dis-
aster relief bill.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank both my colleagues, and I appre-
ciate their graciousness. I think that
what both my colleagues are trying to
say is we have an emergency now, and,
Mr. President, I just do not think there
is any way that this Congress can go
into recess without passing this dis-
aster relief bill. I mean, it is just too
important. I mean, it truly is an emer-
gency measure, and both my colleagues
were speaking to that. I have told them
I am in complete agreement.

So let us hope that the House will be
able to do the work. We have had great
cooperation over here on the Senate
side.

Mr. President, the discussion about
the budget, much of the discussion is
about the balance, that this is a re-
sponsible budget, this is the respon-
sible thing to do.

Mr. President, let me just be really
clear. I have some good friends who be-
lieve that. I respect their work. I have
tremendous respect for their work. But
from my point of view, as a Senator
from Minnesota, when you do not in-
vest to rebuild schools that are crum-
bling across this country—7 million
children’s schools with asbestos and
lead—1I do not think that is the respon-
sible thing to do.

When there are not the funds to as-
sure that every child who now goes
without health care still does not re-
ceive that health care, to me, that is
not responsible. And when there are
not the funds and there is not the in-
vestment to make sure that, in fact,
there is a school breakfast program for
children, for whom that really is their
only nutritious meal in the morning so
that they are not going to school hun-
gry, when there is not the investment
in nutrition programs to make sure
children are not malnourished in
America—there are some 13 million
children that are now malnourished in
America—that does not seem balanced
or responsible to me.

Mr. DOMENICI.
yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am happy to
vield to the Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that Senator WELLSTONE be
permitted to follow the amendment he
has with a second amendment that he
has pending and that there be 30 min-
utes available to the Senator from
Minnesota on both amendments, and
for the opposition on both amendments
that we have 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, and on my sec-
ond amendment I know I will be joined
by Senator REED from Rhode Island.

Mr. President, this amendment that
is before the Senate right now essen-
tially says this. We make sure that the
tax cuts in this budget resolution do
not go to the top 2 percent of the popu-

Will the Senator
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lation. We look at some of the loop-
holes and deductions, and what Sen-
ators have called corporate welfare.
There is several hundred billion dollars
that fits into this category.

Instead, we take the following steps,
which seems so reasonable. First of all,
since we cut child nutrition programs
by roughly $3 billion for 6 years, this
amendment restores $2.7 billion. Let
me repeat that: Last year, we made
cuts in child nutrition programs. This
amendment says, can we not take some
of this out of corporate welfare? Can
we not take it out of loopholes for bil-
lionaires? Can we not make sure that
the tax cuts go to middle-income fami-
lies and small business people and not
the top 1 percent and 2 percent? And
instead, could we not provide just a lit-
tle bit, over 5 years, $2.7 billion, could
we not invest that in nutritional pro-
grams for some of the poorest and most
vulnerable children in America? They
do matter. They do count.

Mr. President, currently, there are
6.5 million children who participate in
the school breakfast program. How-
ever, in many States, this program
reaches only 50 percent of those eligi-
ble. In the State of Minnesota, the
school breakfast program, much like
the national, reaches just under 50 per-
cent of those students eligible.

Mr. President, what we are talking
about is all across the country we have
schools who are not able to participate.
The welfare bill last year wiped out
grants for schools to start up or expand
school breakfast programs, and we
have 13 million malnourished children
in America. I do not know how my col-
leagues think some of these children
will do well in school when they come
to school hungry. I have talked to kin-
dergarten teachers in Minnesota, and
every single Senator here, I think, has
had similar experiences with ' their
teachers who surely say it breaks their
heart to know some of the students in
their class come to school hungry.

Mr. President, there is another food
nutrition program, the summer food
service program. Many of my col-
leagues may not be aware of it, but I
want you to be aware of it because
these children, when they are not in
school, are no longer able to receive
school lunch or breakfast if that pro-
gram is not available now during the
summer. What we try to do is serve
meals at summer schools or rec-
reational centers or other nonprofit
groups—a lunch, a breakfast or a
snack—some way of making sure that
these children have at least one nutri-
tious meal a day.

Over 14 million children, unfortu-
nately, are low income enough to be el-
igible, and only 2 million are served—
only 2 million are served. In Min-
nesota, only 16 percent of low-income
children who are served throughout the
school year are served during the sum-
mer,
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Mr. President, is it too much to ask
to take just a little bit from loopholes,
deductions for billionaires, large multi-
national corporations, and others that
do not need it and invest a little bit in
nutrition programs to make sure the
children in our country have at least
one nutritious meal?

Mr. President, the Head Start Pro-
gram has been discussed so there is no
need for me to go into it in great detail
but just to say one more time, that the
President, in his budget, in this budget
proposal, intends to serve an additional
1 million children. That is fine until we
find out that that there are 2 million
children who are eligible who are not
participating. This does not even deal
with Early Start, that is to say, age 2,
age 1. So what this says is if we are se-
rious about doing well for all the chil-
dren in this country, surely we will
dramatically expand the number of
children that can participate in Head
Start. That is worth it. That is an in-
vestment, an investment all of us can
be proud of.

Mr. President, the final part, of
school construction, and I do not even
need to go into it, again, this amend-
ment says invest the $5 billion that
was in the original agreement—at least
that was being negotiated; it was taken
out. This is too painful a contrast. On
the one hand, tax cuts not targeted,
going to be skewed to the very top of
the population; on the other hand, not
a pittance when it comes to going after
corporate welfare, but being unwilling
to invest in crumbling schools all
across the country.

Mr. President, let me use this amend-
ment for a final conclusion about this
budget. One more time, I have heard it
said that this budget is balanced, rep-
resents balanced values. 1 do not see
the balance. I do not see the balanced
values when on the one hand the tax
cuts are skewed to the top and on the
other hand we do not invest in crum-
bling schools across the Nation. I do
not see the balance when we cannot in-
vest in nutrition programs to make
sure children are not hungry in Amer-
ica. I do not see the balanced values
when we talk about a compelling prob-
lem of children going without adequate
health care and we are not willing to
fully fund health care for those chil-

dren.

I think this is a budget without a
soul. It is interesting what is not on
the table. What is not on the table is
the $12 billion more than the Pentagon
wanted. That is for defense. I would
have thought we could have used that
for some of our investment. What is
not on the table are the tax preferences
to special interests that are, quite can-
didly, a result of those who make the
large contributions and have the
power. What is not on the table is the
deterioration of public institutions
which are supposed to be so important
to the quality of our lives. If we are
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going to rebuild a sense of community
in America, Mr. President, that means
attending to this deterioration. We
have fewer good schools, fewer good li-
braries, and too many hospitals and
clinics that are unable to provide the
best care. This budget does not build a
bridge to the next century. We do not
invest in these critical areas of life.

Mr. President, what is not on the
table, perhaps most of all, is a set of
social arrangements that allows chil-
dren to be the most poverty stricken
group in America. There is no concept
of justice or virtue that justifies our
willingness to allow millions of chil-
dren to suffer involuntary poverty.
What principle can we possibly invoke
to absolve ourselves of responsibility
for the fate of children too young to
comprehend their expulsion from the
American promise, denied the pleas-
ures of childhood, their natural capac-
ity stifled, their mind and spirit under
attack from birth? Their impoverish-
ment is our disgrace and it is a be-
trayal of our Nation’s heritage.

Mr. President, if this balanced budget
agreement is to be the great accom-
plishment of 8 years of a Democratic
Presidency, then history will judge us
harshly. This agreement is a triumph
of the past. This is not a bridge to the
century to come.

Mr. President, we have lost our way.
I say this to the Democratic Party, to
some of my colleagues I think we have
lost our way. Our party, from Jefferson
to Jackson to Roosevelt to Kennedy
was a party that stood for justice, a
party that expanded opportunities for
citizens. We have always been at our
best when our party has been there for
people.

Mr. President, this budget does not
represent the best of the Democratic
Party. This budgets turns our Nation’s
gaze away from too much of what is
important about America—equality of
opportunity, justice, the very essence
of our Nation. Mr. President, for that
reason, I will vote against this budget
resolution.

Mr. President, I reserve the balance
of my time.

AMENDMENT NO. 313, AS FURTHER MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to send a modi-
fication to the desk to amendment
numbered 313. This was a typographical
error.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 313), as further
modified, is as follows:

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.
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On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$1,601,000,000

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$2,539,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$4,141,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,543,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,101,000,000.

On page 22, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,690,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,039,000,000.

On page 22, line 9, increase the amount by
$2,616,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by
$3,541,000,000.

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by
$5,843,000,000.

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by
$4,312,000,000.

On page 26, line 6, increase the amount by
$400,000,000.

On page 26, line 7, increase the amount by

On page 26, line 14, increase the amount by

On page 26, line 15, increase the amount by

On page 26, line 22, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 26, line 23, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 27, line 5, increase the amount by

On page 27, line 6, increase the amount by

On page 27, line 13, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 27, line 14, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 38, line 14, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 38, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 40, line 17, increase the amount by

On page 41, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 41, line 8, increase the amount by
$16,364,000,000.

On page 43, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,101,000,000.

On page 43, line 22, increase the amount by
$440,000,000.

On page 43, line 24, increase the amount by
$2,039,000,000.

On page 43, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,366,000,000.

On page 44, line 2, increase the amount by
$3,541,000,000.
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On page 44, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,546,000,000.

On page 44, line 5, increase the amount by
$5,843,000,000.

On page 44, line 6, increase the amount by
$4,312,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 314

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
call up amendment numbered 314.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. REED, Mr
BincaMaN, and Mr. MOYNIHAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 314.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1977.)

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous
consent Senator MOYNIHAN be added as
a cosponsor, along with Senator REED
of Rhode Island and Senator BINGAMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

I yield 10 minutes to my colleague
from Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. I want to thank my col-
league from Minnesota for yielding me
this time and also for sponsoring this
amendment along with Senator BINGA-
MAN and Senator MOYNIHAN.

Today we are offering an amendment
to increase the maximum Pell grant to
$3,500. The Pell grant holds a very spe-
cial meaning for me. In the last 6 years
as a Member of the other body I have
worked to open up further access to
higher education. The foundation of
that access to higher education is the
Pell grant.

As you know it is probably the endur-
ing legacy of my predecessor, Senator
Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island. One of
his most significant accomplishments
was the creation of the basic edu-
cational opportunity grant program in
1972 during the reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act. Later, this basic
opportunity grant was named in his
honor and has become the famous Pell
grant. Its purpose then and now is to
assist low-income Americans to gain
access to postsecondary education, ac-
cess which is critical not only to their
future but to the future of this Nation.

Going back to the very beginning of
the Pell grants, the avowed purpose
was to ‘‘in combination with reason-
able family and student contributions
and other Federal grant aid meet at
least 75 percent of the student’s costs
of attendance.” Sadly, we have not met
that 75 percent, and we need, in fact, to
raise the Pell grant so that we can
begin to recoup some of the original
purpose and allow students to meet the
significant cost increases in higher
education.

This program was premised on Sen-
ator Pell’s belief, which is my belief,
and indeed I believe the belief of so
many people in this Chamber, that ev-
eryone who is qualified should have the
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opportunity to pursue higher edu-
cation. The Pell grant has been the
cornerstone of this effort for many,
many years. Since its creation, over 60
million Pell grants have been awarded,
providing over $75 billion in aid to stu-
dents across the Nation.

In the first year of the program, 1973
74 over 176,000 students received the
Pell grants. By 1980-81, this total had
grown to 2.7 million recipients. Today,
over 3.6 million American students re-
ceive Pell grants. In my home State of
Rhode Island, that includes 16,000 re-
cipients.

This investment clearly assists our
neediest students. In 1995-96, 54 percent
of Pell grant recipients had income lev-
els of less than $10,000. Only 9 percent
of recipients had incomes over $30,000.

In 1992, during the reauthorization of
the Higher Education Act, I worked
closely with Senator Pell to increase
the authorization level of the max-
imum Pell grant from $3,100 to $3,700
for the 1993-94 award cycle with in-
creases thereafter of $200 a year with
the hopes that by 1997-98 that we would
have a maximum Pell grant on the
order of $4,500 a year. But, as we are all
aware, we have not come even close to
that figure. Indeed, this year the ap-
propriated maximum Pell grant was
only $2,700—too little to meet the
needs of so many students across this
country.

This lack of resources has had a dra-
matic impact on students struggling to
go to college. Indeed, as college costs
have increased over the past two dec-
ades at an annual rate of between 5
percent and 6 percent, consistently
outpacing inflation, there has been a
decline in the purchasing power of the
Pell grant.

According to the College Board, for 4-
yvear private institutions the average
tuition has gone up by over $14,000 be-
tween 1980 and 1996. In that same pe-
riod the maximum Pell grant has only
increased by about $950, and the aver-
age Pell grant only by about §733. As a
result, back in 1980 the maximum Pell
grant covered 33 percent of the tuition
costs of a 4-year private institution.
Now it only covers 14 percent. The av-
erage Pell grant covered 18 percent of
costs of 4-year private colleges in 1980
and now it only covers 9 percent.

If you look at public institutions—
those great institutions which we feel
have a special obligation to educate all
of our citizens, particularly those com-
ing from disadvantaged backgrounds—
the maximum Pell grant back in 1980
covered 72 percent of a 4-year public
college. Today it only covers 22 per-
cent.

As I said before, the grant has not
hardly kept up with inflation. If we had
simply paid the Pell grant at inflation
we would today be looking at not a
$2,700 maximum grant but a $4,300 max-
imum grant.

So, before us we have the obligation
to raise the maximum Pell grant. I am
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pleased to note that the proposal in the
budget does increase it by $300. But
that is not sufficient to keep up with
the accelerating costs that I have de-
scribed. The Wellstone-Reed amend-
ment builds on this request within this
budget—the President’s request—by in-
creasing the maximum Pell grant from
$2,700 to $3,500. This would be a $500 in-
crease above the President’s proposal.

It calls for a $6 billion investment
over five years by an offset of addi-
tional reductions in corporate tax loop-
holes and corporate welfare to fund
this increase. By increasing the Pell
grant to $3,500 we would be able to ex-
tend this grant to several hundred
thousand more students. The average
Pell award among poorest students
would increase by almost a third.

And, Mr. President, we recognize—all
of us—the absolute necessity of higher
education. A college education really
pays off. It pays off for our country,
and it pays off for individual graduates
of college.

The National Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics has estimated that 60 percent of all
the new jobs between 1992 and the year
2005 will require an education beyond
high school. Without these skills, col-
lege and postsecondary technical
school graduates will not be able to
man the economy of the 21st century.
College education is also the key to
higher wages. And one thing that we
have been talking about repeatedly
here is how do we raise the wages of
Americans to give them a fair share in
the progress of our economy? Edu-
cation is the answer—higher education
particularly. This translates dramati-
cally.

It is estimated that college graduates
earn 50 percent more than high school
graduates. In 40 years of expected work
a college graduate is estimated to earn
over a half-million dollars more than a
high school graduate. All of this points
to the critical need to provide addi-
tional access to higher education.

Indeed, in terms of the national well
being there have been studies, one of
which is Trends in American Economic
Growth, that point to the fact that 37
percent of our growth as a Nation from
1929 to 1982 was attributable to edu-
cation, and particularly higher edu-
cation.

So not to invest in Pell grants, not to
invest in opportunities for Americans
to seek higher education, will I think
undercut the goal we all have of grow-
ing and providing for an expanding and
productive economy.

So the amendment before us today is
a step in the right direction, to provide
more access to higher education, to
allow particularly students from low-
income households to go to school, to
learn skills, to work in this economy,
and to build strong communities so
that we prosper not only economically
but as citizens in a community of other
citizens.
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If we shortchange the Pell grant and
other educational programs, we will be
reaping a very short and very trans-
parent economy, one that in the clear
light of day in the future will reveal
itself to be not a savings but a massive
lack of investment in the potential of
our people and the success of our econ-
omy.

I hope that we will all join together,
as the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota has done, to put forth this
amendment and support this amend-
ment and to increase our contribution
to the Pell grant. Doing so I think will
prepare us well for the new economy
we face, an economy which demands
these skills. The world is changed.
Technology is forging new boundaries.
Capital investment respects no bound-
aries. The only determinant I believe
that we will have to ensure that we
maintain our superiority as an econ-
omy is that we have the best educated
people with access to higher education
being the key to that success.

This amendment will I hope take
that strong step forward to accelerate
the process of education for all of our
citizens to ensure that we meet these
technological challenges, to ensure
that we have the best prepared work
force, and that we also have people who
respect and, indeed, appreciate the
value of education because they bene-
fited from it.

I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Let me thank my colleague from
Rhode Island, Senator REED. The Pell
grant program has been a huge success.
It has sort of been the foundation of
opportunity in our country. I feel like
my words are also dedicated to Senator
Claiborne Pell.

Let me just highlight a few things
that Senator REED had to say. And,
again, Senator BINGAMAN and Senator
MOYNIHAN are also original cosponsors.

What we are really doing is saying
that we are pleased to see the tax de-
ductions. And we are pleased to see the
tax credits. But we want to make sure
that we also provide the support for
students and families with incomes
under $20,000 a year who may very well
fall between the cracks.

So what this amendment does is it
says for $6 billion more over 5 years we
take it out of a variety of different
loopholes and deductions that are
called corporate welfare. Instead, we
would invest it in the Pell grant pro-
gram. We would increase the award up
to $3,500.

My colleague is right. The President
has brought it from $2,700 to $3,000, and
that is a modest increase. But we are
pleased to see that. But if we brought
it up to $3,500, then what you would see
is that the Pell program would be
available to several hundred thousand
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new students and the average Pell
grant among low-income students
would increase by about a third.

One of the things that I want to say
to my colleagues is that I hope before
you vote on this amendment that there
will be a way that you can be in touch,
if you are not already, with the higher
education communities in your States,
because I think you will hear over and
over again from them that there is no
more important program than the Pell
grant program, if we want to target
this assistance to make sure those stu-
dents and those families most in need
of assistance are able to have access to
higher education.

There is a shameful statistic in our
country. The best predictor of attend-
ing college is family income. And only
16 percent of college freshmen come
from households with incomes under
$20,000 a year. Only half of them grad-
uate by age 24.

So just think about that for a mo-
ment. Only 8 percent of those women
and men coming from households with
incomes under $20,000 a year are able to
graduate. And we are now moving to-
ward an economy where the brainpower
of women and men in industry is going
to matter more and more. Many of
these companies, by the way, are going
to be small businesses—not necessarily
large companies. And the whole key to
whether or not our children and our
grandchildren are going to be able to
do well economically is to be able to
have access to higher education.

I mean this really speaks not only to
the whole issue of opportunity but also
to national security. We do well as a
Nation when we make sure that women
and men have access to higher edu-
cation so that they can do well for
themselves and their families and they
can do well for our country.

So, again, I just want to make it
clear that this is the choice. We just
simply take $6 billion. And believe me,
you know, you are looking at hundreds
of billions of dollars when you look at
this whole area of tax expenditures. We
say find some of those loopholes and
deductions and plug them. Mr. Presi-
dent, $6 billion over 5 years is not too
much to expand the Pell grant program
up to $3,500 which would make a huge
difference.

Again, what we would be talking
about is several thousand new stu-
dents. The Pell grant award would in-
crease. It would make a huge difference
to low- and moderate-income families.
It would make a huge difference to ac-
cess to higher education.

And if we want to talk about prior-
ities, I don’t see any reason why this
amendment would not be an amend-
ment that would carry on the floor of
the U.S. Senate. There are a whole
bunch of loopholes and deductions.
Regular people are pretty angry about
them. They don’'t think that those peo-
ple who already make millions of dol-
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lars should get these breaks. And I
think it is an absolute priority for peo-
ple to make sure that higher education
is affordable.

This would really make this budget a
budget with a strong higher education
component. This would really make
this budget a budget that I think Sen-
ators could feel really proud of when it
came to higher education. Senator
REED and I are really trying to improve
upon this.

S0, Mr. President, I am hopeful that
we will get very, very strong support.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes and 45 seconds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if
my colleague wants to comment, I
would like to preserve 2 minutes.

Mr. REED. If the Senator will yield.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I want to
associate myself with the remarks of
the Senator from Minnesota. He has
stated very well what is at stake—
which is the future of the country
through the future of individual stu-
dents who have the opportunity to pur-
sue higher education.

There is something else that I might
add. This proposed increase in the Pell
grant compliments some of the other
provisions in this bill where the Presi-
dent has proposed higher education tax
credits and tax deductions which will
assist, I think, generally speaking
middle- and upper-income Americans.
This Pell proposal would be particu-
larly effective in helping low-income
working Americans, and also particu-
larly effective in helping a new and
growing category of students—not re-
cent high school graduates but those
people who through circumstance were
forced in midlife to retrain themselves.
And there are so many in this situation
nowadays due to downsizing.

So for all of these reasons this is a
very useful and critical step.

I thank again the Senator for yield-
ing.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank again the
Senator from Rhode Island. He comes
from a State with a great tradition of
commitment to higher education.

To my colleagues, there are two
amendments. One of them is, if you
will, very precious.

It is all about making sure that we at
least provide some more funding for
nutritional programs for many poor
children who are malnourished in
America; that we invest in Head Start;
and that we invest in our schools, too
many of which are crumbling across
the country, and we take that out of
tax cuts that are skewed to the very
top and we say target those to middle-
income and small businesses, and we
take it out of corporate welfare.

The second amendment Senator REED
and I offered is a higher education
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amendment. This makes all the sense
in the world. With this additional $6
billion of outlays over 5 years, we
would be talking about a dramatic in-
crease in access to higher education for
many, many families all across the
country in our States.

Mr. President, those are the two
amendments. I am going to finish on a
positive note, but with 30 seconds left,
I will just say one thing on a negative
note. I gather that I will be meeting
with my colleagues from North Da-
kota, Minnesota, and South Dakota.
Apparently the House is not going to
finish the disaster relief bill. I have to
say on the floor of the Senate, I cannot
believe that this is happening. I think
it is just unconscionable. It is irrespon-
sible. This is emergency assistance
that people in our States have been
waiting for.

We as Senators are going to have to
figure out exactly what we do next, but
I can assure you, and I think I speak
for my colleagues, we will be as strong
as we can be, and we will fight as hard
as we can for people in our States.
That is not meant to be showman-like.
It is very sincere.

Finally, I thank my colleague from
New Mexico, Senator DoMENICI, for his
graciousness. We were able to get the
two amendments in in the 30-minute
limit, and I thank my colleague. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to my fellow Senators, I have the
greatest respect for the two Senators
who spoke. I do not know the new Sen-
ator from Rhode Island as well as I
know Senator WELLSTONE, but I am
growing in understanding and knowl-
edge and put him in the category of a
Senator I respect.

Mr. President, I actually believed, as
I listened to those arguments, that we
did not have a budget before us; that
somehow or another, we had not done
anything in this budget.

Let me tell the American people and
Senators what we did in this budget.
Did anybody happen to catch the Presi-
dent’s press conference when he
bragged about this budget resolution?
Remember what he said about edu-
cation? **We have done more to in-
crease educational funding in this
budget than at any time in the last 30
yvears.”” He had in mind a few things
that the Senators are talking about in
their amendments.

Let me just tell you a couple of
them. A $2.7 billion increase over the
next 5 years in Head Start. Over the
next 5 years, Head Start will receive
exactly what the President of the
United States requested. It is inter-
esting, when the President has to look
at all of Government like we do in the
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budget resolution, he gives Head Start
a huge increase, and we agree with him
in this agreement, and we make it a
priority item that is going to be hard
not to fund. That program has enjoyed
a 300-percent increase since 1990. Not
very many programs around have done
that.

I would have thought, if I were one
listening here, that this President of
the United States just denied these
poor people Head Start, just sent them
off saying, “I don't want anything to
do with it.” It is the President who
asked for this much money, and we did
not change it one penny.

Then, they were talking about Pell
grants, and then I will return to an-
other issue. Of course, it would be won-
derful for America if Pell grants were
$5,000. What did the President say
about Pell grants? He said, we have the
best increase in Pell grants in the last
decade. How much? Three-hundred dol-
lars for each Pell grant.

We conservatives did not say that.
We are glad to do it. The President of
the United States asked for that. He
got every penny he asked for. It is very
simple to come to the floor of the Sen-
ate, no matter what you do in a budget.
to have a new wish list and a new set
of statistics about who needs some-
thing.

I have learned more from that side of
the aisle about that than I ever dreamt
in my life. I can get up after you put
the President’s budget together, if we
had given him everything he wanted, I
learned from that side of the aisle that
I could get up here and say we have 26
million people who do not have enough
food, even if the President had put in a
whole new nutrition program.

As a matter of fact, let’s move from
Pell grants to nutrition. Child nutri-
tion program, isn’t it interesting? The
Federal Government spent $12.4 billion
on those programs last year. Believe it
or not, 70 percent of those programs,
Mr. President, are what we call manda-
tory programs. That means, if you
qualify, you get them. There cannot be
much more needed; if you qualify, you
get them. That means everybody who
is poor qualifies for those programs,
and we spend $12.4 billion.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. You would have
thought we did not even have a pro-
gram from over there, and we did not
even have an increase. Let me just fin-
ish.

Believe it or not, the other 30 percent
of the money that goes to children’s
nutrition programs is spent for pro-
grams like WIC, Women, Infants, and
Children, one of the finest programs in
terms of effectiveness we have in the
Federal Government in this inventory.
It has wide bipartisan support. It en-
joys an increase in this budget, and, as
a matter of fact, the President is so
confident that it will be funded every
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vear and funded appropriately that he
did not even ask us to make it a pri-
ority program, because by doing so, we
are taking more and more of the budg-
et and locking it in, because he knows
we are going to fund it.

Mr. President, I do not know exactly
how 1 will ultimately handle these
amendments, because no matter what
you say, the argument is going to be
that we are against nutrition pro-
grams, and it is a ready-made TV ad.

On Pell grants, no matter if we gave
the President every penny he wanted
and we increased it $300 a year—it
would be great if we had enough money
to go to $10,000 a year, I guess, I am not
sure. It does not matter. Whoever votes
with DOMENICI tonight is going to vote
against Pell grants.

So I want to make sure the Senators
understand that I have great respect
for them, and I admire them greatly,
but we may have a second-degree
amendment to change the way this
vote occurs, so we are voting on some-
thing different for a change than your
add-ons. I am not sure yet, but I am
looking at it. So with that, I yield the
floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for a question or comment?

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not hear the
Senator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for a question or comment?

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI1). The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to the Senator from New Mexico,
who is really—we say a good friend—he
really is a good friend. I want him to
know both of these amendments—and I
am speaking for myself, not for Sen-
ator REED—do not have a darn thing to
do with TV attack ads. I cannot stand
them. I wish there was no such thing.

These amendments are offered out of
a sense of sincerity, and, in all due re-
spect to my colleague, you can talk
about what we are doing in the area of,
for example, nutrition for children, and
it is, I guess, all a matter of how you
gee it. These amendments just say we
can do better. The fact of the matter is
that in the last Congress, we cut grants
for school districts to establish the
School Breakfast Program and only 50
percent of the children who are eligible
receive it. The fact of the matter is—

Mr. DOMENICI. I yielded for a ques-
tion.

Mr. WELLSTONE. The fact of the
matter is, the same thing can be said
for the Summer School Program. So,
the question—I said actually a com-
ment, but I will put it in the form of a
question. My question for the Senator
is, how can you even view this as some
sort of potential TV attack ad when
these amendments are so substantive
and they speak to the huge—I am
sorry, I say to the Senator—disparity
between children who need this assist-
ance and, quite frankly, a budget that
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does not get them anywhere near close
to it? How can that be viewed just as
an effort to have an attack ad?

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me answer the
question. I would never suggest that
any Senator who offers an amendment,
with all of the concern that you have
in your heart and your mind when you
offer these kinds of amendments, I
would never consider that they would
ever be used to disabuse somebody who
voted against you improperly. But I am
merely suggesting that happens from
time to time, and that is all I was
thinking. I do not think it will be
much of a defense to say that the
President of the United States was
given everything he asked for in these
areas. I do not think that will help
much, if somebody wants to use it for
a contrary purpose.

I yield the floor, and I understand the
next amendment is Senator INHOFE's
amendment, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes, 15 seconds remain-
ing. Does he yield his time back? Does
he wish to yield his time back?

Mr. DOMENICI. If Senator
WELLSTONE will wait, can we yield
back our time and get the yeas and
nays on his two amendments?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
that will be fine. I yield back the re-
mainder of our time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Wait a minute, wait
a minute. Could we not do that for a
moment and let him proceed and let
me clarify something?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I ask to set aside tem-
porarily the consideration of the
Wellstone amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 301

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask we
turn to consideration of amendment
No. 301.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE]
proposes an amendment numbered 301.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I do not
plan to take a long time. I would like
to make a couple comments about
some of the things that have been said
here.

I do not question the sincerity of any
Member on this floor, but I think it
should be obvious to you, Mr. Presi-
dent, and anyone else who may not be
worn out right now, that there is a dif-
ference of philosophy often expressed
on this floor. I think it goes back to
the role of Government.

I not only remind my friend from
Minnesota that every country that has
tried to take care of all these ills from
a government perspective has not made

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

it. I wonder sometimes, all these people
who come to school supposedly that
are hungry, how many of those parents
perhaps are not able to feed them be-
cause they are overtaxed, or how many
of those parents might have fallen into
this mentality that permeated the
1960's that Government has the respon-
sibility of taking care of all the human
social ills?

I agree with one thing the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota said
when he said we have lost our way. I
think we have. I think that is what
this is all about, trying to find our way
back.

I have to say, Mr. President, that I
have not been supportive of this com-
promise, but for a totally different rea-
son than the Senator from Minnesota.
Ilook at this, and I have to correct the
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico about one thing that he said. He
said we gave the President everything
he wanted in his social programs. We
actually gave him more. This is $5 bil-
lion more than his request was last
year. It is not a matter of not having
enough in this bill. I feel the spending
is too high. I do not agree with all the
assumptions, but I am very confident
that this is going to be adopted and
going to be adopted tonight.

Also, I am not sure we are going to be
able to accomplish all the tax de-
creases that we have promised some of
the people. I had occasion this morning
to talk to two large groups, both of
whom are endorsing this, and they are
endorsing this because they believe
they are going to get an estate tax re-
duction; they believe they are going to
get capital gains reductions. I do not
believe there is going to be enough
money to do that. But that is not the
point of standing here now.

What I would like to see happen with
this, ultimately, in the year 2002 is to
accomplish the goal that many people
believe in their hearts we will accom-
plish with this. T am not that con-
fident. I am going to assume that will
happen and we will reach a balanced
budget by the year 2002.

I have offered amendment No. 301 be-
cause I think by just oversight, some-
thing was left out. Let’s assume that
everything we are trying to accomplish
with the adoption of this budget agree-
ment becomes a reality. Let’s assume
that the economic assumptions pro-
duced an additional $225 billion. Let’s
assume that these spending programs
are going to stay within the limits and
that we are able to do the tax cuts. And
let’'s assume that we find ourselves
with a balanced budget.

Now, here is the problem that I have
with this. One of the problems is, if we
reach the year 2001 and we see, in fact,
it is doing what we projected it would
do, doing what we told the American
people it would do, and that is balance
the budget, eliminate the deficit, what
happens in the next year? With that as
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a concern, I don’t think there is any-
one in this Chamber who is going to
vote for this bill on the basis that they
want to balance the budget who does
not also want to keep the budget in
balance in the years following that. So
I have this very simple resolution that
I wouldn’t think there would be any
opposition to. That is, if this passes,
and that becomes a reality—I am going
to read the sentence from the bill. This
is, in essence, my entire amendment.

It shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any budget resolution or conference
report on a budget resolution for fiscal year
2002 and any fiscal year thereafter that
would cause a unified budget deficit for the
budget year or any of the four fiscal years
following the budget year.

So, what we are saying is, once we
get it in balance and we have elimi-
nated the deficit, I would like to go
further and say, let’s then start spend-
ing down and paying down the debt. In-
stead of that, with this, all we are say-
ing is once we eliminate the deficit,
let’s keep it eliminated. In the absence
of this, all of this, that is on this plan,
this road map can become a reality in
the year 2001. But if that happens, then
they can turn around and say, ‘‘Good,
that’'s over with, now let’s start raising
deficits again.”

That is the essence of it. I am pre-
pared to yield the remainder of my
time, but I understand the Senator
from New Jersey wants to use some of
his time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Very briefly, I
thank the Senator from Oklahoma for
remembering that I might disagree
that we have a 60-person vote required
after the year 2002. I understand that
the Senator wants to make sure that if
we do achieve the objectives that we
set out for ourselves, that we can con-
tinue to do so. I believe the same thing.
However, I do disagree that we require
a supermajority.

The fact of the matter is, to project
that far in advance—again, I said it
earlier in a discussion, that we are
working with estimates. We are look-
ing at a particular point in time, the
condition of our economy, the condi-
tion of the revenue stream that we get
from, really, an ebullient marketplace
and high tax collection. That has given
us revenues that make the balanced
budget a reality, to permit the tax cuts
that have been established. Again, we
each take a little bit of time for edi-
torial comment to say—with which I
disagree. I do agree with the portion
that is devoted to the middle class and
devoted to education. But it cannot be
only my way. I regret that, but that is
life and the reality.

Mr. President, I hope we will be able
to defeat this amendment. I think it
does violate the agreement as we un-
derstand it. If we get to 2002—we have
deliberately had the projections extend
for 10 years, so we had some idea that
we were not going to face a cata-
clysmic explosion with deficits or with
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tax cuts, frankly, in that period of
time. I hope we will be able to defeat
it. I do not see my colleague, the chair-
man of the Budget Committee here,
but I assume he will agree with me and
that he will discuss it at an appro-
priate moment, if we have time.

Has the Senator yielded back all the
time?

Mr. INHOFE. No, I was waiting until
the Senator yielded his time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator
from New Jersey for the spirit in which
he is addressing these things. I know
there is a difference of opinion. But I
would only say, in closing, that we
have a list here of 66 people, Democrats
and Republicans—you were not one of
them—that voted for the balanced
budget amendment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Not.

Mr. INHOFE. I assume you don’t
want to change that vote today?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The record is
closed.

Mr. INHOFE. I would say it would be
very difficult for me to understand how
anyone could have voted for a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
and not support this. Because we are
talking about, if you do not do this and
you are saying, let's make the plan
work, come up to 5 years from now,
and then let’'s start in again on defi-
cits. And we do not want to do that.

With that, if the Senator from New
Jersey would like to yield back his
time, I will do the same,

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield our time.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, 1 yield
the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and

nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
the time be charged equally to both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 335

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have an
amendment that is on the list. I am
going to do this very briefly to accom-
modate our colleagues who are antici-
pating a series of upcoming votes. The
distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee has given me a couple of min-
utes to explain my amendment. It is at
the desk.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, you
heard a couple minutes. A couple min-
utes is my interpretation of 3, that is
what a couple is.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Dobn]
proposes an amendment numbered 335.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, very brief-
ly, let me explain, as I said when I of-
fered an amendment earlier in the
week, I intend to support this budget
resolution. I think it is a good resolu-
tion. I commend the leadership for put-
ting it together. There is some dis-
agreement around the fringes.

Fundamentally, this is a good agree-
ment. I am impressed with the balance
that is included in here. One of the
ways this balance is accomplished is by
limiting, of course, as we know, the
size of tax cuts, both initially and in
the latter years.

The agreement entered into by the
President, the majority leader, my col-
league from Mississippi, Senator LOTT,
and Speaker GINGRICH specifies tax
cuts should cost no more than $85 bil-
lion in the first 5 years and no more
than $250 billion over the 10-year pe-
riod.

I read from the letter signed by our
distinguished majority leader and the
Speaker. I quote from the letter, Mr.
President:

It was agreed that the net tax cut shall be
$85 billion through 2002 and not more than
$250 billion through 2007.

As 1 said, this was signed by the ma-
jority leader and the Speaker. I was
surprised, however, Mr. President, to
learn that this budget resolution does
not fully conform in a sense because
there is no reflection of the $250 billion
over 10 years. It does include the $85
billion over the first 5 years. There is
no particular reason they should not be
included. It was part of the agreement.

In my view, the resolution ought to
reflect the agreement. We do not speci-
fy, obviously, what is to be done. That
is up to the specific committees; in our
case, the Finance Committee; in the
House, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. All it does is conform to the
overall agreement of tax cuts should
not exceed $250 billion over 10 years.
The absence of that reference in the
resolution, I think, leaves open the
question whether or not we are going
to meet those guidelines.

So, Mr. President, I offer this modi-
fication with reconciliation instruc-
tions so that the tax cuts are not lim-
ited to $85 billion but also be limited to
$250 billion in 10 years. This language
would be binding, but not in the sense
of how it is done. We are not out of the
woods, obviously, at the end of 10
yvears. There are reports we could have
a ballooning problem, as we did after
the 1981 agreement. I think by includ-
ing the $250 billion here, it does con-
form very explicitly, as I said, with the
letter.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter from the distinguished majority
leader and the Speaker be printed in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, May 15, 1997.
Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON,
President of the United States, The White
House, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We would like to
take this opportunity to confirm important
aspects of the Balanced Budget Agreement.
It was agreed that the net tax cut shall be
$85 billion through 2002 and not more than
$250 billion through 2007. We believe these
levels provide enough room for important re-
forms, including broad-based permanent cap-
ital gains tax reductions, significant death
tax relief, $500 per child tax credit and ex-
pansion of TRAs.

In the course of drafting the legislation to
implement the balanced budget plan, there
are some additional areas that we want to be
sure the committees of jurisdiction consider.
Specifically, we believe the package must in-
clude tax relief of roughly $35 billion over
five years for education, including a deduc-
tion and a tax credit. We believe this pack-
age should be consistent with the objectives
put forward in the HOPE scholarship and tui-
tion tax proposals contained in the Adminis-
tration's FY 1998 budget to assist middle-
class parents in paying and saving for their
children's education.

Additionally, the House and Senate Lead-
ership will seek to include various proposals
in the Administration’s FY 1998 budget (e.g.,
the welfare-to-work tax credit, capital gains
tax relief for home sales, the Administra-
tion's EZ/EC proposals, brownfields legisla-
tion, FSC software, and tax incentives de-
signed to spur economic growth in the Dis-
trict of Columbia), as well as various pending
congressional tax proposals.

In this context, it should be noted the tax-
writing committees will be required to bal-
ance the interests and desires of many par-
ties in crafting tax legislation within the
context of the net tax reduction goals which
have been adopted, while at the same time
protecting the interests of taxpayers gen-
erally.

We stand to work with you toward these
ends. Thank you very much for your co-
operation.

Sincerely,
NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker.
TRENT LOTT,
Senate Majority Leader.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, so my col-
leagues can appreciate this, this is not
gamesmanship or trying to be cute
about this in any way, but merely to
have our reconciliation instructions
conform to what the letter says we do.
I think that would certainly put every-
one at ease about the commitments we
are all making to this resolution when
it comes to deficit reduction.

The great tragedy would be if we got
to the end of 5 years and have no re-
quirement that we try to limit it to
$250 billion at the end of 10 years, and
yvou have deficit reduction and balance
for 1 year, and then it will explode out
of proportion after that period of time.
That is the reason for the amendment.

I appreciate, again, my colleague
providing me these few minutes to ex-
plain the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
no objection to the amendment, but be-
fore we finish and wrap this up, I will
be making sure that the rest of the
agreement, as it pertains to cuts, has
the same kind of specificity to it, oth-
erwise, I would not accept it. I am not
sure we can hold it in conference, as
long as the Senator understands that.

Mr. DODD. I am sure the Senator
from New Mexico will try. I say to my
colleague, I think the cuts are there. If
not, I will join him in an amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection. I
vield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DODD. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 335) was agreed
to.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DODD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
withhold for a moment? Can I have the
attention of the floor manager?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Mexico yield for a
question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I
question the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico, why can’t we just
start voting right now?

Mr. DOMENICI. We have five amend-
ments which we are going to vote on
and some other unanimous-consent re-
quests that the leadership and the
managers have. We will put it all in
one UC and then start with the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas.
His is the lead-off one, and we should
not take more than another 5 minutes
and then we will be ready.

Mr. BUMPERS. How many following
mine?

Mr. DOMENICI. Five in total, I be-
lieve. Yours and four others for a total
of five. Then we will have some more
language in the UC about the rest of
the evening and the rest of the amend-
ments.

Mr. BUMPERS. I wonder if the Sen-
ator, while we are in this collogquy, can
tell us what to expect for the rest of
the evening after these votes, and to-
morrow.

Mr. DOMENICI. I can only tell you
that the distinguished Democratic
manager and I are going to be here this
evening, and we are going to use all the
time to take up amendments. Whether
we will vote on them tonight or not,
let’s wait and see what the leadership
proposes. The time will run out some-
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time before too late, at least it will not
be so late that we cannot stand here on
the floor and get it done. Amendments
will be worked on all evening. There
may not be any votes, but it depends
on the unanimous-consent request.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I won-
der if the Senator can inform the Sen-
ator how much time is left on the bill?

Mr. DOMENICI. I will ask—a little
less than 5 hours.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. About roughly 5
hours.

Mr. BUMPERS. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President. How much time is
left on the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A little
less than 5 hours is left.

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 328, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
an unprinted amendment on behalf of
Senator JOHN McCAIN. It is a modifica-
tion to 328 which has heretofore been
offered. It is a sense-of-the-Senate re-
garding Amtrak. I ask that it be con-
sidered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied, and the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ic1], for Mr. McCAIN, proposes amendment
numbered 328, as modified.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AS-
SISTANCE TO AMTRAK.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) Amtrak is in a financial crisis, with
growing and substantial debt obligations ap-
proaching $2 billion;

(2) Amtrak has not been authorized since
1994:

(3) the Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation favorably re-
ported legislation to reform Amtrak during
the last two Congresses, but no legislation
was enacted;

(4) the Finance Committee favorably re-
ported legislation in the last Congress that
created a dedicated trust fund for Amtrak,
but no legislation was enacted;

(5) in 1997 Amtrak testified before the Con-
gress that it cannot survive beyond 1998
without comprehensive legislative reforms
and a dedicated source of capital funding;
and
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(6) Congress is obligated to invest Federal
tax dollars responsibly and to reduce waste
and inefficiency in Federal programs, includ-
ing Amtrak.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that:

(1) Legislative reform is urgently needed to
address Amtrak’s financial and operational
problems.

(2) It is fiscally irresponsible for Congress
to allocate additional Federal dollars to Am-
trak, and to distribute money from a new
trust fund, without providing reforms re-
quested by Amtrak to address its precarious
financial situation.

(3) The distribution of money from any
new fund to finance an intercity rail pas-
senger fund should be implemented in con-
junction with legislation to reauthorize and
reform the National Rail Passenger Corpora-
tion.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, my
amendment states that if legislation is
enacted to establish an intercity pas-
senger rail fund, as this budget resolu-
tion would make room for, the dis-
tribution of any new money should be
in conjunction with legislation to reau-
thorize and reform the National Rail
Passenger Corporation, better known
as Amtrak. Money alone, cannot fix all
of Amtrak’s financial and operational
problems.

This amendment does not attempt to
kill Amtrak or block its funding. It
simply attempts to establish some
level of fiscal accountability before the
taxpayers are forced to pay $400 to $500
million more to fund Amtrak capital
subsidies.

We have an obligation to the Amer-
ican public to invest our Federal dol-
lars wisely. We should reduce waste
and inefficiency and allow Amtrak to
achieve greater fiscal accountability.
Statutory reforms are necessary if Am-
trak is to increase efficiencies, reduce
costs, and lessen its dependence on
Federal assistance.

Earlier this week, I met with Dela-
ware’'s Governor, Tom Carper, who
serves on the Amtrak board of direc-
tors. Governor Carper articulated
clearly to me Amtrak’'s plan to turn its
financial condition around. He talked
about the need for capital investment
and his support for establishing a trust
fund for Amtrak. He also talked about
the importance of legislative reforms.

I may not agree with Governor Car-
per's views on the role that the Federal
Government should continue to play in
supporting Amtrak. But, it was re-
freshing to hear from someone close to
Amtrak’s operations discuss the crit-
ical need for statutory reforms—in-
cluding labor and liability reforms—
and not just the need for more money.

Mr. President, Amtrak has not been
authorized since 1994. The Commerce
Committee has reported out reform
legislation during the last two Con-
gresses. But, instead of meeting our au-
thorizing obligations, Congress has
found it easier to just keep throwing
good money at an inefficent operation.
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This fiscally
must stop.

Last week, Senator HUTCHISON, the
chairman of the Surface Transpor-
tation and Merchant Marine Sub-
committee, introduced S. 738, the Am-
trak Reform and Accountability Act.
That bill proposes to reauthorize Am-
trak for 5 years and provide com-
prehensive reforms to allow Amtrak to
operate more like a business. In short,
it provides all the things Amtrak’s
president, Tom Downs, says are needed
in order for Amtrak to meet its glide
path to zero Federal operating subsides
by 2002.

The Commerce Committee is pre-
pared to move Senator HUTCHISON'S bill
during our very next executive session.
We will be ready for floor action as
soon as the leadership can agree on a
schedule. Members can offer amend-
ments and cast their votes. But we are
committed to debate reform legislation
on the Senate floor.

I cannot understand how any Member
could seriously argue that reform legis-
lation should not be tied to any future
“pot of gold” for Amtrak. Let me re-
mind my colleagues that it is Amtrak
that has said that money will not solve
all its problems.

For the past several years, Amtrak’s
president, Tom Downs, has testified be-
fore Congress explaining the three
things needed to turn Amtrak around:
Internal Restructuring; comprehensive
legislative reforms; and a dedicated
source of capital funding.

And, just yesterday morning, during
a DOT oversight hearing of the Com-
merce Committee, the GAO and the Of-
fice of Inspector General testified on
the serious challenges Amtrak faces to
achieving operating self-sufficiency.

Mr. President, since 1983 I have lis-
tened to Amtrak officials talk about
their plans to turn Amtrak into a via-
ble operation. I imagine they’'ve talked
about it for 26 years. Amtrak says they
can operate more efficiently and re-
duce the need for Federal assistance if
Congress gives them the tools they
have requested. Therefore, it would be
extremely irresponsible to give Am-
trak a substantial increase in Federal
assistance and not remove some of the
statutory burdens that are the root
cause of many of their financial woes
today.

If Amtrak is given new money with-
out reforms, I can hear them in the
yvear 2002. They’'ll try to convince me
how Congress still should continue sub-
sidizing Amtrak because Congress
never gave them what they said they
needed. Well, enough is enough. If Am-
trak is going to receive Federal assist-
ance, let’'s make sure they also have
the ability to increase efficiencies, re-
duce costs, and operate more like a
business.

Amtrak is in a financial crisis. With-
out comprehensive legislative reforms,
it is business as usual. And today, that

irresponsible practice
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business faces a debt load fast ap-
proaching $2 billion.

Mr. President, I do not support a
never-ending drain on the Federal tax-
payers in funding a passenger rail sys-
tem that serves only 500 locations
across the country. But, if the collec-
tive wisdom of Congress believes we
should continue to invest billions of
dollars in a passenger system that
serves less than 1 percent of the trav-
eling public, I am going to do all I can
to ensure such investment is as fiscally
sound at possible. Turning on a new
Amtrak funding spigot absent com-
prehensive operational reforms would
be wasteful and careless.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I support
Senator McCAIN's Sense of the Senate.
I agree with my colleague from Arizona
that Amtrak needs reforms. Amtrak
must be able to operate more like a
business. Senator HUTCHISON has re-
cently introduced a major reform pack-
age which I support. Amtrak needs
these reforms and they must be en-
acted this year. It is also very clear
that Amtrak needs an adequate and re-
liable source of capital funding. Am-
trak is currently borrowing to meet
payroll and if additional capital fund-
ing is not provided, GAO and Amtrak
have testified that the company will
not survive past mid-1998. The key to
Amtrak’'s future is both a legislative
reform package and a secure source of
capital funding.

Given the immediate financial crisis
Amtrak is facing, Congress cannot wait
a moment longer. To be viable Amtrak
will need both a secure source of cap-
ital funding and a reauthorization and
reform bill this year. It is my goal to
see both bills enacted this year. I do
not doubt Senator McCAIN's ability to
get the reform bill passed in the Senate
and enacted this year. And, as I have
stated on the floor many times, it is
one of my priorities to give Amtrak a
secure source of capital funding this
yvear. Both bills are essential and I be-
lieve both should be implemented in
conjunction with each other. We can-
not lose our national passenger rail
system. If something is not done to
give Amtrak the capital funds and the
reforms it needs, Amtrak will not sur-
vive. This is not an idle threat. GAO
has testified before my committee that
this is the case. Amtrak President Tom
Downs has testified that the company
would not survive past 1998. Amtrak’s
financial report proves it. The question
before us is whether or not we want
this country to have a national pas-
senger rail system. If we want a na-
tional system, we must give Amtrak a
secure capital funding source to allow
it to operate more like a business.

Let me take a few minutes to explain
why I fought to include the Amtrak re-
serve fund in the budget resolution.
And may I also say at this time that
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Senators DOMENICI and LAUTENBURG
have been extremely helpful in secur-
ing this compromise language for me.

Senator DOMENICI and I have worked
together to develop a compromise on
how to finance a secure source of fund-
ing for Amtrak. Out of these discus-
sions we developed an Amtrak reserve
fund which would allow for the spend-
ing caps for Amtrak to be raised by the
amount of revenue raised to finance
this fund. It is the first step, and a very
critical step, for ensuring that Amtrak
receives the capital funding it needs to
survive.

Mr. President, all major modes of
transportation have a dedicated source
of capital funding, except for intercity
passenger rail. Amtrak needs a similar
capital funding source to bring its
equipment, facilities, and tracks into a
state of good repair. Much of Amtrak’s
equipment and infrastructure has ex-
ceeded its projected useful life. The
costs of maintaining this aging fleet
and the need to modernize and over-
haul facilities through capital im-
provements to the system are serious
financial challenges for Amtrak. This
provision is the first step in helping to
reverse these problems and give Am-
trak the resources necessary to meet
its capital investment needs.

I believe that it is time for Congress
to reverse our current policy that fa-
vors building more highways at the ex-
pense of alternative means of transpor-
tation, such as intercity passenger rail.
Despite rail’s proven safety, efficiency,
and reliability in Europe, Japan, and
elsewhere, intercity passenger rail re-
mains severely underfunded in the
United States. In fact, over half of the
Department of Transportation’s spend-
ing authority is devoted to highways
and another quarter to aviation; rail
still ranks last with roughly 3 percent
of total spending authority.

If this Congress wants a national pas-
senger rail system, we will have to
properly fund the system. Amtrak has
not been able to make sufficient cap-
ital investments in the past through
annual, but inadequate appropriation. I
am pleased that the Senate now recog-
nizes that a new funding mechanism is
needed for Amtrak. Under this budget
agreement, Amtrak would finally re-
ceive similar treatment as other modes
of transportation.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Arizona for his
efforts. I appreciate his leadership as
full committee chairman because he
makes it possible for members to move
important legislation in a timely fash-
ion, and I am pleased to hear his com-
mitment to move S. 738, Amtrak reau-
thorization and reform legislation, as
soon as possible.

In particular, he is exercising great
leadership on the issue of Amtrak. I
know he personally has doubts about
our current passenger rail policy but,
as chairman, has not acted to impede
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the will of the Commerce Committee
or Congress to continue the national
passenger rail system. He does, how-
ever, insist these the policies and their
implementation be responsible. I com-
mend him for that, appreciate the lead-
ership it represents, and will work
closely with him to that end.

I support this amendment because I
believe Amtrak must have both reform
and capital funding. I commend Sen-
ator ROTH for his commitment to au-
thorize a capital fund for Amtrak and
will work with him to see that it oc-
curs. He is a cosponsor of my Amtrak
reauthorization bill and am certain he
will make a similar commitment to
help achieve its passage.

I believe we agree that the passage of
both of these bills is necessary to sus-
tain Amtrak. Increased Amtrak fund-
ing alone is not enough; nor are re-
forms without adequate funding. How-
ever, providing the funding without the
reforms not only shortchanges Am-
trak, it shortchanges the taxpayer.

I fully share the sense of this Senate
that appropriations from the new
intercity rail fund should go to a re-
formed and reauthorized Amtrak. I
urge all of my colleagues to work with
me to pass Amtrak reform legislation
as soon as possible in fulfillment of
this resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
no objection to this and hope we will
adopt it here by voice vote.

But I yield to Senator FRANK LAU-
TENBERG.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Very simply, Mr.
President, I too approve of the amend-
ment. I have a deep interest in Amtrak
and national passenger rail service.
And this refines a process. I am pleased
to endorse it.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back all my
time.

1 yield back any time Senator
McCAIN may have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified.

The amendment (No. 328), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I have dis-
cussed this unanimous consent agree-
ment we are about to enter with the
Democratic leader. Therefore, I ask
unanimous consent that at 7:15 today
the Senate proceed to a series of votes
on or in relation to the following
amendments in the order specified,
and, further, prior to each vote there
be 2 minutes for debate equally divided
in the usual form: Senator BUMPERS,
No. 330; Senator BUMPERS, No. 331; Sen-
ator BOND, No. 324, which I understand
will be a voice vote; Senator GRAMM,
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No. 320; Senator ASHCROFT, No. 322;
Senator ASHCROFT, No. 323; Senator
INHOFE, No. 301.

Mr. President, I make that unani-
mous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that all votes after the
first vote be limited to 10 minutes in
length, and, further, all time consumed
by the votes count against the overall
time limitation, and, further, any re-
maining debate time under the statute
be consumed this evening, and, finally,
beginning at 9:30 a.m., tomorrow morn-
ing the Senate proceed to vote on any
pending amendments, and following
disposition of all amendments, the
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of calendar 56, House Con-
current Resolution 84, the House com-
panion, and all after the enacting
clause be stricken, and the text of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 27 be in-
serted, and the Senate proceed to vote
on adoption of the budget resolution,
with no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I further ask unanimous
consent that following adoption of
House Concurrent Resolution 84, the
Senate insist on its amendment, re-
quest a conference with the House, and
the Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to
express my appreciation for the co-
operation from the chairman and rank-
ing member and the Democratic leader
for getting this agreement. This will, I
think, be a fair way and expeditious
way to complete our action. And we
will then get all amendments voted on
and final passage beginning at 9:30 to-
morrow morning.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to thank the distinguished major-
ity leader for his assistance tonight.

I think this is a very fair way to han-
dle matters. And we will be discussing
further amendments that will come up
this evening while these votes take
place.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I won-
der if—I am sorry. The leader made
that request, and I was not paying
close enough attention.

I would like to reverse my two
amendments and bring up 331 first and
then 330 second. I ask unanimous con-
sent that we do that.

Mr. DOMENICI. We have no objec-
tion. Maybe we could proceed, I say to
Senator BUMPERS, to use up time that
you have to—
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Mr. BUMPERS. I am prepared to use
my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator used
his minute and I use my minute, we
will be ready to vote promptly at 7:15.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The order is
so modified.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Pre-
siding Officer.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 331

Mr. BUMPERS. My first amendment
simply says that the Finance Com-
mittee must come up with offsets of
$115 billion to offset that amount
which is the cut in Medicare. I think it
would be unseemly and extreme if we
have to go home and tell our people
that we cut Medicare by $115 billion to
make the system more solvent and at
the same time tell them the only way
we could cut taxes under this budget
agreement was to cut Medicare by $115
billion.

So, Mr. President, I earnestly ask my
colleagues to seriously consider voting
to simply say to the Finance Com-
mittee, do not force us to go home and
tell our constituents that we cut Med-
icaid by $115 billion and we used every
dime of it—every dime of it—to offset
all these tax cuts, many of which go to
the wealthiest people in America.

It is indefensible. It is inexcusable. I
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. The problem is that
what the Senator just described is not
the amendment. All the amendment
does is take out all the tax cuts the
American people are to receive. It has
nothing to do with Medicare:

It is a forthright simple amendment.
It says, take out all the tax cuts. It to-
tally violates the agreement and, I re-
peat, has nothing to do with Medicare,
nothing.

Everything that we saved in Medi-
care went to make Medicare solvent.
There are plenty of other savings to
cover these tax cuts if you had to cover
them. But we have to make no apolo-
gies. We produced a balanced budget,
and in that we got $85 billion net new
tax cuts available to the American peo-
ple.

Plain and simple, this amendment
says, no tax cuts. That means anyone
that votes for it is against tax cuts.
Simple, plain, nothing else.

I yield any time I have remaining.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, do I
have any time remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 47 seconds.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee, and my colleagues,
what kind of a tax cut will you have if
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yvou do not use Medicare's $115 billion
cut? The answer to that is, none, vir-
tually none.

Make no mistake about it, the Medi-
care cut is being used to fund these tax
cuts. And without it there will be no
tax cuts. It is just that simple.

Mr. DOMENICI. Do I have any time
left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten sec-
onds.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is just not true.
If that did not take 10 seconds, that is
enough.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to table the
amendment and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment.
They yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS] is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 26, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 81 Leg.]

YEAS—T3
Abraham Feingold Lott
Allard Feinstein Lugar
Ashcroft Ford Mack
Baucus Frist McCain
Bennett Gorton MecConnell
Biden Gramm Murkowski
Bingaman Grams " Nickles
Bond Grassley Robb
Breaux Gregg Roberts
Brownback Hagel Rockefeller
Bryan Hatch Roth
Burns Helms
Campbell Hutchinson Santorum
Chafee Hutchison Sesslons
Cochran Inhofe Shelby
Collins Jeffords Smith (NH)
Coverdell Kempthorne Smith (OR)
Craig Kerrey Snowe
D’Amato Kerry Specter
Daschle Kohl Stevens
DeWine Kyl Thomas
Domenici Landrieu Thompson
Durbin Lautenberg Thurmond
Enzl Leahy Warner
Faircloth Lieberman

NAYS—26
Akaka Graham Moynihan
Boxer Harkin Murray
Bumpers Hollings Reed
Byrd Inouye Reid
Cleland Johnson Sarbanes
Conrad Kennedy Torricelll
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Dorgan Mikulski Wyden
Glenn Moseley-Braun

NOT VOTING—1
Coats

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 331) was agreed to.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 830

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be 2 minutes of debate on the next
Bumpers amendment, 1 minute to each
side.

The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this is
an amendment which keeps the deficit
from soaring next year. This year’s def-
icit is going to be $67 billion. This
budget takes the deficit next year to
$97 billion. In the year 2000 it is $97 bil-
lion. It starts coming down the last 2
years only because of the economic as-
sumptions.

You are assuming in this budget that
the economy is going to stay as hot the
next 5 years as it has been the last 5
vears. And if that proves to be a false
assumption you are going to see the
deficit start soaring.

1 say strike while the iron is hot.

In 1981 we bought into this same
proposition, and in 8 years had a $3
trillion debt to show for it.

Here we are back at the same old
stand—ocutting taxes and balancing the
budget. That is the good old five-choco-
late-sundae-a-day diet. It didn’t work
in 1981. It isn’t going to work now.

So I am saying balance the budget in
the year 2001, not 2002. Postpone the
tax cuts until 2002 and honor the Amer-
ican people who say they want a bal-
anced budget a lot worse than they
want a tax cut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will
not take very long.

Fellow Senators, what this amend-
ment effectively does is takes away all
the tax cuts except $20 billion—plain
and simple. There can be all kinds of
rationale. But at least $20 billion of the
$835 billion in tax cuts, and the rest of
the tax cuts are gone.

It seems to me that we have made a
commitment that we.are going to do
both—balance the budget and cut taxes
for some Americans, including families
with children. This eliminates all of
that, and I believe it ought to be
turned down overwhelmingly.

Indeed, it doesn’t cut any spending.
It just cuts out the tax cuts.

I yield my time.

I move to table the amendment, and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from New Mexico to lay
on the table the amendment of the
Senator from Arkansas. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS] is
necessarily absent.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 81,
nays 18, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 82 Leg.]

YEAS—81
Abraham Faircloth Lott
Allard Feinstein Lugar
Asheroft Ford Mack
Baucus Frist McCain
Bennett Gorton McConnell
Biden Gramm Mikulski
Bingaman Grams Murkowski
Bond Grassley Nickles
Boxer Gregg Reed
Breanx Hagel Roberts
Brownback Harkin Rockefeller
Burns Hatch
Campbell Helms Santorum
Chafee Hutchinson Sessions
Cleland Hutchison Shelby
Cochran Inhofe Smith (NH)
Collins Inouye Smith (OR)
Coverdell Jeffords Snowe
Craig Johnson Specter
D'Amato Eempthorne Btevens
Daschle Kerry Thomas
DeWine Kohl Thompson
Dodd Kyl Thurmond
Domeniei Landrieu Torricelli
Dorgan Lautenberg Warner
Durhbin Leahy Wellstone
Enzi Lieberman Wyden
NAYS—18
Akaka Glenn Moseley-Braun
Bryan Graham Moynihan
Bumpers Hollings Murray
Byrd Kennedy Reid
Conrad Kerrey Robb
Feingold Levin Sarbanes
NOT VOTING—1
Coats

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 330) was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator BOND?

AMENDMENT NO. 824, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please come to order. We will
now have debate on the Bond amend-
ment No. 324, as modified; 2 minutes, 1
minute per side.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I believe
this amendment can be accepted. Basi-
cally it points out the fact that in the
State of Missouri and other States, the
disproportionate share of the hospital
Medicaid payments is used to provide
health care to the most vulnerable pop-
ulation, a quarter of a million pregnant
women and children and, as we look at
it, when the Finance Committee ad-
dresses this DSH program, they need to
keep in mind that no harm must befall
these very vulnerable people. We ask
they consider use of the funds in the
legislation, other legislation that is
being adopted. We urge the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
vield back my time. I am willing to ac-
cept the amendment without a rollcall
vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No objection on
this side.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 324), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my colleague
for changing it into a sense of the Sen-
ate. It is acceptable because of that.

AMENDMENT NO. 320

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
gquestion now occurs on amendment No.
320,

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. What is the amend-
ment following the Gramm amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Ashceroft amendment No. 322.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator ASHCROFT,
would you mind going next and giving
your 1 minute? I ask consent we pass
the Gramm amendment and proceed to
the Ashcroft amendment that is listed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 322

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We will
have a 2-minute debate.

The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, much
has been said about different amend-
ments, alleging that they were deal
breakers. This is a deal keeper. This is
a set of enforcement provisions which
would limit the amount of debt that we
could have each year to the amount
that is specified in the budget agree-
ment. This is basically the balanced
budget amendment in statutory form,
conformed to the balanced budget
agreement. Those individuals who
voted in favor of a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution were
willing to put this kind of discipline
into our culture for life. I think we
ought to be willing to put it into this
agreement for the next 5 years.

This is not a deal breaker. This is a
deal keeper, and the American people
deserve to have the discipline of know-
ing that the debt will not exceed the
limits specified.

The debt will not exceed the numbers
of debt which are provided for in the
agreement. This is just a way to pro-
vide discipline and enforcement of the
agreement, as written.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
this amendment would require a super-
majority, three-fifths of the Members
in each House, to provide for specific
excess of outlays of receipts or to pro-
vide for such increase in the level of
public debt.
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What we are doing here is we will be
reviewing the balanced budget amend-
ment and voting for it here again. It
does not fit in the scope of things.

I have raised a point of order on this
relative to germaneness. We should de-
feat this. I think this is a very dan-
gerous precedent, for us to get involved
with this kind of legislation in this
budget resolution.

I hope we will defeat it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Has the Senator's
time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 15 seconds.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
urge Members of the Senate who voted
for a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution to do this imposition
of a balanced budget amendment to the
budget agreement. It provides dis-
cipline and will ensure that we keep
the agreement; that we don’t break it.
The American people deserve no less.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
do I have any time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Around
20 seconds.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 20
seconds? We will use the 20 seconds.
Mr. President.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could we have order,
please?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please come to order. The Sen-

.ate will please come to order.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We will use the
seconds preciously and quickly and
just say that this doesn’'t even allow
for any adjustments during a recession,
depression or that kind of thing. It
says, “other than national security.”
That is a military reference. I think
national security includes a stable so-
ciety, one that adjusts to the times. I
hope we will again vote it down.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion occurs on agreeing to the mo-
tion to waive the Budget Act in rela-
tion to amendment No. 322, offered by
the Senator from Missouri.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CoaTs] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber who desire to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 41,
nays, 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 83 Leg.]

YEAS—41
Abraham Gramm Kempthorne
Allard Grams Kyl
Asheroft Grassley Mack
Bond Gregg McCain
Brownback Hagel McConnell
Burns Harkin Murkowski
Coverdell Hatch Nickles
Cralg Helms Santorum
Enzi Hutchinson Sessions
Faircloth Hutchison Shelby
Frist Inhofe Smith (NH)
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Smith (OR) Thomas Warner
Snowe Thompson Wyden
Stevens Thurmond
NAYS—58
Akaka Domentei Levin
Baucus Dorgan Lieberman
Bennett Durbin Lott
Biden Feingold Lugar
Bingaman Feinstein Mikulski
Boxer Ford Moseley-Braun
Breaux Glenn Moynihan
Bryan Gorton Marray
Bumpers Graham Reed
Byrd Hollings Reld
Campbell Inouye
Chafee Jeffords Robb
Cleland Johnson Roberts
Cochran Kennedy Rockefeller
Collins Kerrey Roth
Conrad Kerry Sarbanes
D'Amato Kohl Specter
Daschle Landrieu Torricelli
DeWine Lautenberg Wellstone
Dodd Leahy
NOT VOTING—1
Coats +

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 41, the nays are 58.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is not agreed
to.

The point of order previously raised
against the amendment is sustained in
that it violates section 305(b)(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act and the
amendment falls.

AMENDMENT NO. 320, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 320, as
modified.

There are 2 minutes equally divided.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we es-
tablished the highway trust fund in
1956, and under that trust fund, when
people paid taxes on gasoline, it was a
user fee to build roads and to build
mass transit. In 1993, in the tax bill, for
the first time ever, we had a permanent
tax increase on gasoline that went to
general revenues.

What this sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion says is that it is the sense of the
Senate that on the budget reconcili-
ation, on any appropriation, or any tax
bill that we should put this 4.3-cent-a-
gallon tax on gasoline back into the
highway trust fund so that it can be
spent for the purpose the tax is col-
lected.

I hope my colleagues will vote for
this amendment. We are going to have
an opportunity to vote on the real
thing later this year, but this vote will
put people on record.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yvields time in opposition?

Mr. DOMENICI. T am not in opposi-
tion.

Mr. CHAFEE. I am in opposition.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to Senator
CHAFEE.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, what
this does is it takes $40 billion over the
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5 years that is now going into the Gen-
eral Treasury and puts it into the high-
way trust fund with, obviously, the as-
sumption that it is going to be spent.
In effect, what we are doing here is
adding $40 billion to the deficit of the
United States.

I just don’'t think, when we are in
this effort of trying to balance the
budget, that this is the right step to
take. Do we all want to have more
highways? Of course, we do. Indeed, it
falls under the very committee of
which I am the chairman. I don’t think
at this time, when we are making these
efforts to balance the budget, that we
want to take $40 billion over 5 years
going into the General Treasury and
spend it in this manner. So I hope the
amendment will be defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CoATS] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 83,
nays 16, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 84 Leg.]

YEAS—83
Abraham Enzi Lott
Akaka Faircloth Lugar
Allard Feingold Mack
Asheroft Feinstein MecCaln
Baucus Frist McConnell
Bennett Gorton Mikulski
giden gramm Murkowski

ngaman rams

Bond Grassley x::m
Boxer Gregg Reld
Breaux Hagel Roberts
Brownback Hatch Rockefeller
Bryan Helms Santorum
Bumpers Hollings Sarbane
Burns Hutchinson o
Byrd Hutchison Sesstons
Campbell Inhofe Shelby
e Yoy Smith (NH)
Cochran Jeffords SmiGh (OR)
Collins Johnson Snowe
Conrad Kempthorne Specter
Coverdell Kerrey Stevens
Cralg Kohl Thomas
D'Amato Kyl Thompson
Daschle Landrien Thurmond
DeWine Launtenberg Torricelli
Domenici Leahy Warner
Dorgan Lieberman Wyden

NAYS—16
Chafee Harkin Reed
Dodd Kennedy Robb
Durbin Kerry Roth
Ford Levin Wellstone
Glenn Moseley-Braun
Graham Moynihan

NOT VOTING—1
Coats

The amendment (No. 320), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity to explain my
vote on the Gramm sense-of-the-Senate
amendment.

This sense-of-the-Senate amendment
calls for the return of 4.3 cents of the
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Federal gas tax currently used for def-
icit reduction to the highway trust
fund.

I have long argued for the return of
these revenues to transportation pro-
grams—approximately $7 billion annu-
ally. In fact, I recently introduced leg-
islation to transfer the 4.3 cents to
transportation programs—3.8 cents to
the highway account of the highway
trust fund and 0.5 cents to be used to
maintain this Nation's national pas-
senger rail system or Amtrak.

While this sense-of-the-Senate
amendment unfortunately does not ad-
dress Amtrak, I feel it is important for
the Senate to express its support for
redirecting the 4.3 cents to transpor-
tation purposes. That is why I have
voted for this amendment.

As this sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment is nonbinding, it is important to
ensure that the transfer of the 4.3 cents
for transportation actually takes
place. As a member of the Finance
Committee, I want to make it very
clear to my colleagues that I intend to
pursue my legislation to make the
transfer—again, 3.8 cents for the high-
way account and 0.5 cents for Amtrak.

Transportation investments are the
key to this Nation's economic future.
Our ability to compete in today’s glob-
al economy is tied to an efficient and
safe intermodal transportation sys-
tem—highways, transit, Amtrak, and
other modes.

The Gramm amendment is the first
step to reaching that outcome. By put-
ting the Senate on record in support of
transferring the 4.3 cents for transpor-
tation purposes, we will be able to
work during the reconciliation process
and the reauthorization of ISTEA to
see that additional investments are
made in our transportation system.

I look forward to working with the
chairman of the Finance Committee,
Senator MOYNIHAN, and others to
transfer these revenues as we develop
reconciliation legislation.

AMENDMENT NO. 323, WITHDRAWN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, we will proceed to
consider amendment No. 323 by the
Senator from = Missouri, Senator
ASHCROFT.

There are 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Who yields time?

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mis-
souri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be able to
withdraw  this amendment. This
amendment was in large measure sub-
sumed in the prior amendment which I
offered to the Senate. I ask unanimous
consent that this amendment be with-
drawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 323) was with-
drawn.
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AMENDMENT NO. 301

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on amendment No.
301 by the Senator from Oklahoma,
Senator INHOFE.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, this is
the last amendment of the evening. 1
would like to have your attention for a
short period of time.

I have not been a strong supporter of
this budget deal, the basis of the as-
sumptions and other things. But in the
event it does come up with a balanced
budget in the year 2002, I see one frail-
ty with this, and that is, you can come
into balance in the year 2002, only to
find out that in 2003 you come along
and go back into deficits again.

So I am going to read one sentence
very carefully. I would like to have you
listen to it..

[I1t shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any budget resolution . . . for fiscal
yvear 2002 and any fiscal year thereafter . . .
that would cause a unified budget deficit for
the budget year or any of the 4 fiscal years
following the budget year.

I would like to reserve the last 10 sec-
onds of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
this amendment talks to the years
2000-plus. We heard it from the Senator
from Oklahoma. We are not balancing
the budget for 10 years. We are bal-
ancing it for the first 5 years to 2002.
We project off into the years subse-
quent to that.

We believe that we will have the
mechanism in place to control it. If
not, we ought to take it up at that
time. And this budget amendment cre-
ates a supermajority. So we are back
to 60 votes in case you want to make a
change at that time.

I do not think we ought to be strap-
ping ourselves now for something that
is going to happen after 2002. I hope
that we will defeat this amendment. I
think that it is important that we do.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized.

Mr. INHOFE. I believe I have 15 sec-
onds remaining.

Let me just say that if it is the in-
tent of anyone to vote for this in hopes
it would achieve a balanced budget by
the year 2002, and then coming back
and starting into deficits again, of
course you want to oppose it.

This is your last opportunity to say
that we want to reach that balanced
budget by 2002, and then keep it in bal-
ance thereafter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
other side wish to yield back their
time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to table
the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CoATs] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 85 Leg.]

YEAS—b2
Akaka Domeniei Levin
Bauocus Dorgan Lieberman
Bennett Durbin Lugar
Biden Feinstein Mikulski
g:]n?m“ E"fﬁm Moseley-Braun
n or Moynihan
Boxer Graham Murray
Breanx Harkin Reed
Bryan Hatch Reid
Bumpers Hollings Roberts
Byrd Inguys Rockefeller
Campbell Johnson
Chafee Kennedy Sarbanes
Cleland Kerrey Smith (OR)
Collins Kerry Specter
Conrad Landrieu Stevens
Daschle Lautenberg Wellstone
Dodd Leahy
NAYS—47

Abraham Grams Murkowski
Allard Grassley Nickles
Ashcroft Gregg Robb
Brownback Hagel Roth
Burns Helms Santorum
T

overde i} n helby
Lidy Tbads Smith (NH)
D'Amato Jeffords Snows
DeWine Kempthorne Thomas
Enzi Kohl Th
Faircloth Kyl RILOD
Feingold Lott Thurmond
Frist Mack Torricelli
Glenn MecCain Warner
Gramm McConnell Wyden

NOT VOTING—1
Coats

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 301) was agreed to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay it on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 316

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment numbered 316.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. ABRA-
HAM], for himself, Mr. KyL, Mr. BROWNBACK,
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr SEssIoNs, and Mr. COVER-
DELL, proposes an amendment numbered 316.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, it is
not my intent tonight to keep the Sen-
ate here for a lengthy period of time on
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this amendment. I will speak to my
amendment for just a couple of min-
utes. If others wish to debate it, I will
stay here, but I am otherwise prepared
to yield back my time on this amend-
ment after giving it a couple of min-
ute’s description.

Basically, Mr. President, this amend-
ment tries to address a concern that a
number of my constituents, and I sus-
pect constituents from other States,
have expressed in recent weeks with re-
spect to the development of this budg-
et. As the President and Members are
aware near the end of discussions and
deliberations that went into the devel-
opment of this budget agreement, the
Congressional Budget Office informed
the negotiators at the last minute that
they had underestimated the income
shares, the revenue estimate, for the
upcoming 5-year period by some $225
billion.

Obviously, a lot of questions have
been raised. I am not here tonight to
quarrel with or to raise questions
about the basis on which those adjust-
ments took place, but the fact is, Mr.
President, based on these adjustments,
we are moving forward with a budget
that estimates certain amounts of rev-
enue.

Clearly, it is possible that sometime
during the period that this budget cov-
ers over the next 5 years we might find
further adjustments occurring. My con-
cern, Mr. President, is what happens if
further adjustments based on the ac-
tual receipts to the Federal Govern-
ment exceed what the estimates are
that we are using as the basis for this
budget resolution. To that end, my
constituents are basically telling me
that if the actual revenues the Govern-
ment produces exceed that which we
are using here in this budget resolu-
tion, that those dollars ought to be re-
turned to taxpayers in the form of tax
cuts or ought to be used to reduce the
deficit, for deficit reduction and debt
reduction purposes.

Based on that, Mr. President, I am
offering tonight—because of the nature
of the resolution, I am not offering this
as an amendment in the fullest sense—
as a sense-of-the-Senate amendment
that if, in fact, the revenues which we
receive during the pendency of this res-
olution exceed the revenue estimates
that have been used to formulate the
resolution, those dollars be, in effect,
put in a lockbox and made available
exclusively for reductions in the deficit
or for further tax cuts.

I think this makes sense because if,
in fact, the American taxpayers are
sending more money to Washington
than we expect them to it only makes
sense to me that the additional dollars
ought to be returned to the taxpayers
or used to reduce the deficit as opposed
to being used for increased and addi-
tional Federal spending beyond that
which we are including in this budget
resolution.
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Mr. President, I think that is the one
way by which we can maintain some
integrity with respect to the taxpayers
by assuring them that as a con-
sequence of the progrowth ideas we
have for this budget resolution—which
we hope will result in such things as a
capital gains tax—as a consequence we
see the revenue come to the Federal
Government beyond that which we ex-
pect, that the only way we maintain
some integrity here is guarantee the
taxpayers that those additional dollars
are either going to help us reduce the
debt of this country, or we give it back
to the taxpayers in the form of addi-
tional tax cuts.

Virtually everybody in this Chamber
could think of additional ways by
which we might address some of the
problems with the Internal Revenue
Code, whether it is additional tax cuts
for education for working families or
to a eliminate the marriage penalty or
a variety of other things.

We all know that there isn't em-
bodied within this resolution adequate
resources to address all of those objec-
tives that we have as a group.

My feeling is that, if the taxpayers
send us more money than we are count-
ing on, more money than we have
asked them to, we might then use
those additional dollars to fund addi-
tional taxes or, alternatively, for the
purposes of deficit reduction.

So, for those reasons, I offer this
amendment.

I also would like to say in closing
here tonight that I want to offer my
praise particularly to Senator DOMEN-
1cl, whom we work with on the Budget
Committee, for his unstinting efforts
here. I have always been impressed and
amazed at his resilience as we go
through amendment after amendment.
He leads us so well in that.

So, I thank Senator DOMENICI, both
for in the committee and in the prior
activities before we get to the com-
mittee, and then here on the floor this
week.

I offer my amendment. As I said, I
am prepared, unless there is a desire to
debate the amendment, to yield the re-
mainder of the time tonight. I guess we
will vote tomorrow on this.

At this point, I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, there is
a 601(b) point of order against this
budget because it raises spending above
the spending caps set in the 1993 budg-
et.

My remaining business with the
budget is I want to raise this point of
order. We are going to have 1 minute a
side tomorrow, I guess, to do closing. I
would like to ask unanimous consent
that tomorrow I be recognized for the
purpose of making the point of order. I
can make it within the minute, and
then we will have the vote.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. Reserving the right
to object, I wonder if the Senator
would agree to double that time, 2 min-
utes to a side.

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Who yields time?

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, in
light of the fact that I don't think
there is further debate planned on this
amendment on either side, I at this
point yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

Mr. DOMENICI. If we yield our time,
that means there is 1 minute on a side
tomorrow under the interpretation of
the Parliamentarian.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 353, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk, I believe
amendment No. 353, and I ask unani-
mous consent that I may modify the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send the
modification to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 353), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 56, strike line 5 through page 58,
line 12 and insert the following:

SEC. 209. HIGHWAY RESERVE FUND FOR FISCAL
YEARS 1998-2002.

(a) IN GENERAL.—If legislation generates
revenue increases or direct spending reduc-
tions to finance highways and to the extent
that such increases or reductions are not in-
cluded in this concurrent resolution on the
budget, the appropriate budgetary levels and
limits may be adjusted if such adjustments
do not cause an increase in the deficit in this
resolution.

(b) ADJUSTMENTS FOR BUDGET AUTHORITY.—
Upon the reporting of legislation (the offer-
ing of an amendment thereto or conference
report thereon) that reduces direct non-high-
way spending or increases revenues for a fis-
cal year or years, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget shall submit revised
budget authority allocations and aggregates
by an amount that equals the amount such
legislation reduces direct spending or in-
creases revenues.

(c) ESTABLISHING A RESERVE.—

(1) REVISIONS.—After the enactment of leg-
islation described in subsection (a), the
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget
may submit revisions to the appropriate al-
locations and aggregates by the amount that
provisions in such legislation generates rev-
enue increases or direct non-highway spend-
ing reductions.

(2) REVENUE INCREASES OR DIRECT SPENDING
REDUCTIONS.—Upon the submission of such
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revisions, the Chairman of the Committee on
the Budget shall also submit the amount of
revenue increases or direct non-highway
spending reductions such legislation gen-
erates and the maximum amount available
each year for adjustments pursuant to sub-
section (d).

(d) ADJUSTMENTS
SPENDING.—

(1) REVISIONS TO ALLOCATIONS AND AGGRE-
GATES.—Upon the reporting of an appropria-
tions measure, or when a conference com-
mittee submits a conference report thereon,
that appropriates funds for highways, the
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget
shall submit increased outlay allocations,
ageregates, and discretionary limits for the
amount of outlays flowing from the addi-
tional obligational authority provided in
such bill.

(2) REVISIONS TO SUBALLOCATIONS.—The
Committee on Appropriations may submit
appropriately revised suballocations pursu-
ant to sections 302(b)}1) and 602(b)(1) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(e) LIMITATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The revisions made pursu-
ant to subsection (c¢) shall not be made—

(A) with respect to direct non-highway
spending reductions, unless the committee
that generates the direct spending reduc-
tions is within its allocations under section
302(a) and (602)a of the Budget Act in this
resolution (not including the direct spending
reductions envisioned in subsection (c)); and

(B) with respect to revenue increases, un-
less revenues are at or above the revenue ag-
gregates in this resolution (not including the
revenue increases envisioned in subsection
(ch).

(2) OuTLAYS.—The outlay adjustments
made pursuant to subsection (d) shall not ex-
ceed the amounts specified in subsection
(c)(2) for a fiscal year.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I rise to
offer an amendment to provide a mean-
ingful and effective mechanism that
will allow the Senate to boost substan-
tially our national investment in high-
ways. Much has been said over the last
few days, both in the Senate and in the
other body, regarding the critical need
for our nation to reverse the trend of
national disinvestment in our Nation’s
highways.

My amendment would substitute the
reserve fund provisions in the com-
mittee-reported resolution with a new
fund that will provide the Senate with
the opportunity to consider reported
bills or individual amendments that re-
duce spending in nonhighway areas or
increase revenues to allow for in-
creased highway funding. Mr. Presi-
dent, I believe that when the Senate is
faced with the very difficult process of
reauthorizing ISTEA, there will be re-
newed interest in finding additional
funding for highways. But we must
have the mechanism available to us to
revisit the issue. This amendment will
provide us with that opportunity.

I want to thank the chairman and
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, Senators DOMENICI and LAU-
TENBERG, for their cooperation in the
development of this amendment.

I hope they will accept my amend-
ment, as modified.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen-
ator BYRD has understood from our side
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through my staff and myself that we
are willing to accept the amendment.
It may need further refinements, and
he understands that. But we have no
objection to it under those cir-
cumstances.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We are pleased
to support the amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back any
time in opposition.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield
back any time I may have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is agreeing on the amendment
of the Senator from West Virginia.

The amendment (No. 353), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. 1 move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I wish to
thank Senator DoOMENICI and Senator
LAUTENBERG for their consideration
and courtesy and for their acceptance
of the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 291, 350, 351, AND 356
WITHDRAWN

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that amendment
No. 291 by Senator MURRAY, amend-
ments Nos. 350 and 351 by Senator HAR-
KIN, and amendment No. 356 by Senator
ROBE be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments (Nos. 291, 350, 351,
and 356) were withdrawn.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
have a series of amendments here that
have been agreed to on both sides.

AMENDMENT NO. 354
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the extension of the Violent

Crime Reduction Trust Fund through fis-

cal year 2002)

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-
TENBERG], for Mr. BIDEN, for himself, Mr.
BYRD, and Mr. GRAMM, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 354.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I want to
commend President Clinton and con-
gressional leaders on both sides for
bringing before the Senate a balanced
budget.

I also believe that this budget goes a
long way toward protecting the key
priorities I believe must be protected.

But, of all those priorities, I believe
that none is more important than con-
tinuing our fight against violent crime
and violence against women.

To a great extent, this budget resolu-
tion meets this test—but, in at least
one area of this crime front, I believe
the budget resolution must be clarified.

The amendment I am offering, along
with Senators BYRD and GRAMM does
exactly that—by clarifying that it is
the sense of the Senate that the violent
crime control trust fund will continue
through the end of this budget resolu-
tion, fiscal year 2002.

I am particularly pleased that Sen-
ator BYRD—who, more than anyone, de-
serves credit for the crime law trust
fund. Senator BYRD worked to develop
an idea that was simple as it was pro-
found—as he called on us to use the
savings from the reductions in the Fed-
eral work force of 272,000 employees to
fund one of the Nation's most urgent
priorities: fighting the scourge of vio-
lent crime.

Senator GRAMM was also one of the
very first to call on the Senate to put
our money where our mouth was. Too
often, this Senate has voted to send
significant aid to State and local law
enforcement—but, when it came time
to write the check, we did not find
nearly the dollars we promised.

Working together in 1993, Senator
BYRD, myself, Senator GRAMM, and
other Ssenators passed the violent
crime control trust fund in the Senate.
And, in 1994, it became law in the Biden
crime law.

Since then, the dollars from the
crime law trust fund have:

Helped add more than 60,000 commu-
nity police officers to our streets;

Helped shelter more than 80,000 bat-
tered women and their children;

Focussed law enforcement, prosecu-
tors, and victims service providers on
providing immediate help to women
victimized by someone who pretends to
love them;

Forced tens of thousands of drug of-
fenders into drug testing and treat-
ment programs, instead of continuing
to allow them to remain free on proba-
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tion with no supervision and no ac-
countability;

Constructed thousands of prison cells
for violent criminals; and

Brought unprecedented resources to
defending our southwest border—put-
ting us on the path to literally double
the number of Federal border agents
over just a 5-year period.

The results of this effort are already
taking hold:

According to the FBI's national
crime statistics, violent crime is down
and down significantly—leaving our
Nation with its lowest murder rate
since 1971;

The lowest violent crime total since
1990; and

The lowest murder rate for wives, ex-
wives and girlfriends at the hands of
their intimates to an 18-year low.

In short, we have proven able to do
what few thought possible—by being
smart, keeping our focus, and putting
our money where our mouths are—we
have actually cut violent crime.

Today, our challenge is to keep our
focus and to stay vigilant against vio-
lent crime. Today, the Biden-Byrd-
Gramm amendment before the Senate
offers one modest step toward meeting
that challenge:

By confirming that it is the sense of
the Senate that the commitment to
fighting crime and violence against
women will continue for the full dura-
tion of this budget resolution.

By confirming that it is the sense of
the Senate that the Violent Crime Con-
trol Trust Fund will continue—in its
current form which provides additional
Federal assistance without adding 1
cent to the deficit—for the full dura-
tion of this budget resolution.

The Biden-Byrd-Gramm amendment
offers a few very simple choices: Stand
up for cops—or don't; Stand up for the
fight against violence against women
—or don’t; Stand up for increased bor-
der enforcement—or don’t.

Every Member of this Senate is
against violent crime—we say that in
speech after speech. Now, I urge all my
colleagues to back up with words with
the only thing that we can actually do
for the cop walking the beat, the bat-
tered woman, the victim of crime—pro-
vide the dollars that help give them
the tools to fight violent criminals,
standup to their abuser, and restore at
least some small piece of the dignity
taken from them at the hands of a vio-
lent criminal.

Let us be very clear of the stakes
here—frankly, if we do not continue
the trust fund, we will not be able to
continue such proven, valuable efforts
as the Violence Against Women law.
Nothing we can do today can guarantee
that we, in fact, will continue the Vio-
lence Against Women Act when the law
expires in the year 2000.

But, mark my words, if the trust
fund ends, the efforts to provide shel-
ter, help victims, and get tough on the
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abusers and batterers will wither on
the vine. Passing the amendment I
offer today will send a clear, unambig-
uous message that the trust fund
should continue and with it, the his-
toric effort undertaken by the Violence
Against Women Act that says by word,
deed and dollar that the Federal Gov-
ernment stands with women and
against the misguided notion that do-
mestic violence is a man’'s right and
not really a crime.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Biden-Byrd-Gramm amendment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I urge adoption
of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 354) was agreed
to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 352, AS MODIFIED

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
LAUTENGERG], for Mr. KoHL, for himself and
Mr. KERRY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 352, as modified.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

If there is no objection, the amend-
ment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 352), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE EARLY CHILD-
HOOD EDUCATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Scientific research on the development
of the brain has confirmed that the early
childhood years, particularly from birth to
the age of 3, are critical to children's devel-
opment.

(2) Studies repeatedly have shown that
good quality child care helps children de-
velop well, enter school ready to succeed,
improve their skills, cognitive abilities and
socioemotional development, improve class-
room learning behavior, and stay safe while
their parents work. Further, quality early
childhood programs can positively affect
children's long-termm success in  school
achievement, higher earnings as adults, de-
crease reliance on public assistance and de-
crease involvement with the criminal justice
system.

(3) The first of the National Education
Goals, endorsed by the Nation’s governors,
passed by Congress and signed into law by
President Bush, stated that by the year 2000,
every child should enter school ready to
learn and that access to a high quality early
childhood education program was integral to
meeting this goal.
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(4) According to data compiled by the
RAND Corporation, while 90 percent of
human brain growth occurs by the age of 3,
public spending on children in that age range
equals only 8 percent of spending on all chil-
dren. A vast majority of public spending on
children occurs after the brain has gone
through its most dramatic changes, often to
correct problems that should have been ad-
dressed during early childhood development.

(5) According to the Department of Edu-
cation, of $29,400,000,000 in current estimated
education expenditures, only $1,500,000,000, or
5 percent, is spent on children from birth to
age 5. The vast majority is spent on children
over age b.

(6) A new commitment to quality child
care and early childhood education is a nec-
essary response to the fact that children
from birth to the age of 3 are spending more
time in care away from their homes. Almost
60 percent of women in the workforce have
children under the age of 3 requiring care.

(7) Many States and communities are cur-
rently experimenting with innovative pro-
grams directed at early childhood care and
education in a variety of care settings, in-
cluding the home. States and local commu-
nities are best able to deliver efficient, cost-
effective services, but while such programs
are long on demand, they are short on re-
sources. Additional Federal resources should
not create new bureaucracy, but build on
successful locally driven efforts.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the budget totals and lev-
els in this resolution assume that funds
ought to be directed toward increasing the
supply of quality child care, early childhood
education, and teacher and parent training
for children from birth through age 3.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 352), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 302, 303, 304, 305, AND 306, EN

BLOC, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
to the desk five Hollings amendments
and ask that they be considered en
bloc.

They are acceptable to this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
1c1], for Mr. HOLLINGS, proposes amendments
numbered 302, 303, 304, 305 and 306, en bloc, as
modified.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments, as modified, are as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 302

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . HIGHWAY TRUST FUND NOT TAKEN INTO
ACCOUNT FOR DEFICIT PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying this budget resolution
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assume that the Congress should consider
legislation to exclude the receipts and dis-
bursements of the Highway Trust Fund from
the totals of the Budget of the United States
government.

AMENDMENT NO. 303

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND NOT
TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT FOR DEFICIT
PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the budget resolution
that the Congress should consider legislation
to exclude the receipts and disbursements of
the Airport and Airway Trust Fund from the
totals of the Budget of the United States
government.

AMENDMENT NO. 304

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . MILITARY RETIREMENT TRUST FUNDS
NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT FOR
DEFICIT PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying this budget resolution
assume that the Congress should consider
legislation to exclude the receipts and dis-
bursements of the retirement and disability
trust funds for members of the Armed Forces
of the United States from the totals of the
Budget of the United States government.

AMENDMENT NO. 305

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT TRUST

FUNDS NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT
FOR DEFICIT PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying this budget resolution
assume that the Congress should consider
legislation to exclude the receipts and dis-
bursements of the retirement and disability
trust funds for civillan employees of the
United States from the totals of the Budget
of the United States government.

AMENDMENT NO. 306
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION TRUST
FUND NOT TAEKEN INTO ACCOUNT
FOR DEFICIT PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying this budget resolution
assume that the Congress should consider
legislation to exclude the receipts and dis-
bursements of the Federal Unemployment
Compensation Trust Fund—

(1) should not be included in the totals of—

(A) the Budget of the United States gov-
ernment.

Mr. DOMENICI. I just make note of
the fact they have been modified from
those that were pending, and so when 1
send them to the desk, I assume I am
requesting the modification, which I
am entitled to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are so
modified.

Mr. DOMENICI. We disposed of Hol-
lings, did we not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, we
have not.

Without objection, the Hollings
amendments, as modified, are agreed
to en bloc.
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The amendments (Nos. 302, 303, 304,
305, and 306), as modified, were agreed
to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendments were agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 325

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
an amendment of Senator Krr BOND on
the highway trust fund. It has been
cleared on both sides. I send it to the
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ic1], for Mr. BOND, proposes an amendment
No. 325.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I must
start by saying that this is not an
ISTEA amendment, this is not a for-
mula amendment, this is not a 4.3
cents amendment, this is not an Am-
trak amendment, this is not an off-
budget amendment.

This is a sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment concerning reestablishing the
linkage between the revenues deposited
in the highway trust fund and trans-
portation spending.

Mr. President, if I can take just a
moment I want to read this short
sense-of-the-Senate.

The Senate finds that—

One, there is no direct linkage between the
fuel taxes deposited in the Highway Trust
Fund and the transportation spending from
the Highway Trust Fund.

Two, the Federal budget process has served
this linkage by dividing revenues and spend-
ing into separate budget categories with fuel
taxes deposited in the Highway Trust Fund
as revenues; and most spending from the
Highway Trust Fund in the discretionary
category.

Three, each budget category referred to
has its own rules and procedures.

Four, under budget rules in effect prior to
the date of adoption of this resolution, an in-
crease in fuel taxes permits increased spend-
ing to be included in the budget, but not for
increased Highway Trust Fund spending.

It is the sense of the Senate that in this
session of Congress, Congress should, within
a unified budget, change the Federal budget
process to establish a linkage between the
fuel taxes deposited in the Highway Trust
Fund, including any fuel tax increases that
may be enacted into law after the date of
adoption of this resolution, and the spending
from the Highway Trust Fund. Changes to
the budgetary process of the Highway Trust
Fund should not result in total program lev-
els for highways or mass transit that is in-
consistent with those allowed for under the
resolution.
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This sense-of-the-Senate is self ex-
planatory, but let me provide some
background.

Mr. President, back in 1956 the Fed-
eral highway trust fund was estab-
lished as a way to finance the Federal-
Aid Highway Program. This was a dedi-
cated trust fund supported by direct
user fees/taxes. It was called a trust
fund because, once the money went in,
we were suppose to be able to trust
that money would come back out for
use on our roads, highways, and
bridges.

However, the 1990 Budget Act elimi-
nated the linkage between the revenues
raised by the user taxes and the spend-
ing from the transportation trust fund.
We know that we promised ourselves
and our constituents that the highway
user taxes deposited into the highway
trust fund would be used for highways,
but we now have an illogical process
that does not always result in the de-
sired outcome. With the process cur-
rently in place balances are accumu-
lating in the trust fund and not being
spent on the vitally important trans-
portation needs we have.

To correct the problem, we must re-
form our budget process.

Mr. President, status quo is not sus-
tainable.

Senator CHAFEE and I have intro-
duced S. 404, the Highway Trust Fund
Integrity Act. I know that not every-
one agrees with the revenue con-
strained fund approach taken in that
bill. However, I think everyone can
agree with this sense-of-the Senate
that we must work something out. We
must establish the linkage to ensure
that the taxes deposited into the high-
way trust fund are spend on transpor-
tation.

I share the concerns that many of my
colleagues have—on both sides of the
aisle—that we need to find ways to
spend more on transportation. This
budget resolution moves us closer to
that goal. I want to thank the chair:
man of the Budget Committee and the
ranking member for including in the
budget resolution the assumption of
spending all of the estimated highway
trust fund tax receipts that comes in
each year for highways.

All of us share the same belief that
transportation funding is critical to
our individual States and the entire
country. Transportation links our com-
munities, towns, and cities with mar-
kets. It links our constituents with
their schools, hospitals, churches, and
jobs. An effective transportation sys-
tem will help move this country into
the 21st century.

Mr. President, it is my hope that as
this Congress moves forward on one of
the most important and probably most
difficult pieces of legislation—ISTEA—
we also continue our efforts to ensure
that “trust” is in the highway trust
fund. I look forward to working with
my colleagues to ensure that we do.
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Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back any
time on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 325) was agreed
to.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 321, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
a modification of Senator FAIRCLOTH's
previously submitted amendment No.
321. It has been cleared by both our side
and their side. I send it to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
1c1], for Mr. FAIRCLOTH, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 321, as modified.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

At the end of title ITI, add the following:

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that any rev-
enue reconciliation bill should include tax
incentives for the cost of post-secondary edu-
cation, including expenses of workforce edu-
cation and training at vocational schools
and community colleges.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back any
time on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate? If not, the amendment
is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 321), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 348, A8 MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. I send to the desk on
behalf of Senator KYL amendment No.
348, as modified. It has been cleared on
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
1c1], for Mr. KYL, proposes an amendment 348,
as modified:

At the end of title ITI, add the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ADDITIONAL

TAX CUTS.

It is the sense of the Senate that nothing
in this resolution shall be construed as pro-
hibiting Congress in future years from pro-
viding additional tax relief if the cost of such
tax relief is offset by reductions in discre-
tionary or mandatory spending, or increases
in revenue from alternative sources.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back any
time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 348), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3#4—ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
have a unanimous-consent request that
Senators DASCHLE, HARKIN, and BUMP-
ERS be added as original cosponsors to
the Boxer-Durbin amendment No. 355.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FUNDING FOR NATURAL RESOURCE PROGRAMS

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the distinguished ranking
member of the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee on Energy and Water
Development, Senator REID, and the
distinguished ranking member of the
Budget Committee, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, if they would respond to ques-
tions I have concerning funding for
natural resource programs in the budg-
et resolution for fiscal year 1998.

Mr. REID. I would be happy to re-
spond to a question from the senator
from California.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I look forward to
her question.

Mrs. BOXER. Let me first ask my
friend and State neighbor, Senator
REID, to recall the provision in last
yvear’s omnibus appropriations bill,
that authorized the California Bay-
Delta Environmental Enhancement
and Water Security Act. The Act au-
thorizes Federal participation in the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program, which is
charged with developing a balanced,
comprehensive and lasting plan to re-
store and enhance the ecological health
and improve water management in the
Bay-Delta system. This program is a
top priority of the State of California
and has support from business, envi-
ronmental and water users throughout
the State. I would like to ask Senator
REID, as the ranking member of the ap-
propriations subcommittee with juris-
diction over this act, if he agrees with
me that it is important to fund this
program?

Mr. REID. I want to thank the Sen-
ator from California for bringing this
issue to my attention. Indeed, I believe
the Bay-Delta program serves as a na-
tional model on how we can bring envi-
ronmental, agribusiness, and other
water users to the same table with the
goal of preserving our natural re-
sources for many uses. I see the pro-
gram has having a particular benefit
for our Western States. If California re-
stores its environment and improves
its water supply reliability, then we re-
lieve the pressure on the Colorado
River and lessen any tensions among
the seven Colorado River States. When
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California restores migratory bird
habitat and provides water for wildlife
refuges, the health of the Pacific
flyway will be improved, benefitting
States from Arizona to Alaska.

While the investments will be made
in California, the benefits will be real-
ized throughout the west. I look for-
ward to working with the senator from
California on the Bay-Delta project on
the Appropriations Committee.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you, Senator.
Let me now ask our very distinguished
ranking member of the Senate Budget
committee, Senator LAUTENBERG,
about the Bay-Delta program. Senator
LAUTENBERG, as one of the negotiators
involved in this current budget agree-
ment and as a member of the Budget
Committee leadership, is it your view
that the amounts provided under the
Natural Resources function in this
Budget Resolution are sufficient to ac-
commodate the President's request of
$143 million in fiscal year 1998 to imple-
ment the California Bay-Delta Envi-
ronmental and Water Security Act?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Let me first also
express my support for this critical
program to protect California’s Bay-
Delta system. I do believe that the
amount that the Budget Committee
has provided under the natural re-
sources function is sufficient to accom-
modate the funding of the California
Bay-Delta Environmental Water Secu-
rity Act. g

Mrs. BOXER. I want to thank both of
the Senators for their time to discuss
the Bay-Delta project and, for their
support as fellow members of the Ap-
propriations Committee, for the Presi-
dent’s request for funding the program
in fiscal year 1998.

FUNDING FOR VETERANS' PROGRAMS

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I wish
to comment on the impact this budget
agreement will have on America’s vet-
erans, and to express my concerns that
funding assumed under the agreement
will not be sufficient to provide for
adeguate health care for America’s vet-
erans.

If it is approved, the budget resolu-
tion will require the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs [VA] to report legis-
lation which will reduce entitlement
spending, over a 5-year period, by $2.7
billion compared to the budget base-
line. That sounds like, and is, a sub-
stantial sum. However, I believe the
committee will be able to meet this
goal by extending the expiration dates
of savings provisions already enacted
as part of prior deficit reduction meas-
ures, and by agreeing to round down to
the nearest dollar future cost-of-living
adjustments.

No one is happy that controlling the
deficit requires restrained growth in
mandatory-account spending for vet-
erans’ benefits. But I am confident that
the committee will be able to meet its
mandatory spending instructions in
such a way as to ensure that no provi-
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sion in the final reconciliation bill will
result in a veteran who receives a ben-
efit this year not also receiving the
same benefit next year. Indeed, even
after the committee has complied with
its reconciliation instructions, spend-
ing for veterans' benefits from manda-
tory accounts will increase each year
the budget agreement is in effect.

I am also pleased that the proposed
budget resolution permits the com-
mittee to report legislation which will
allow VA to retain money it collects
from private health insurance carriers
when VA treats the nonservice-con-
nected illnesses of veterans who have
health insurance. Under current law,
VA is required to bill insurance compa-
nies when it treats the nonservice-con-
nected illnesses of insured veterans.
However, VA is required to transfer the
money it collects to the Treasury. Al-
lowing VA to retain the money it col-
lects will provide a real incentive for
more efficient and effective collec-
tions.

However, the administration pro-
posed its health insurance proceeds re-
tention provision with a hook. The
President, in requesting the authority
to allow VA to retain health insurance
proceeds, also proposed that VA re-
ceive, initially, a cut in appropriated
funds for VA medical care and that ap-
propriations be frozen at that reduced
level over the succeeding 4 years. his-
torically, VA has needed an increase of
almost a half a billion dollars a year
just to pay for VA employees’ cost-of-
living salary adjustments and for the
increased costs of medical supplies and
equipment.

In its April 24, 1997, “Views and Esti-
mates’ letter to the Budget Com-
mittee, the Veterans' Affairs Com-
mittee expressed its serious concerns
about the wisdom of relying on an un-
tested source of revenue—insurance
collections—for a program as critical
as veterans' health care. I continue to
have that concern.

The budget resolution now before
this body is even worse than the Presi-
dent's initial proposal. It does not
merely carry forward the President's
proposal to cut appropriations for VA
medical care, and then maintain that
reduced level of appropriations for 5
years. Under this proposal, VA discre-
tionary spending in 1998 will be $400
million less than it was in fiscal year
1997, and $3.1 billion less than current
levels over the 5-year term of the
agreement, even after allowing for re-
tained health insurance collections.

The cost of providing health care for
veterans consumes over 417 billion of
$18 billion plus in VA discretionary
spending. Almost all of the rest of VA
discretionary spending is expended on
construction, medical research, and for
the salaries of VA employees who proc-
ess veterans' disability claims. There
are no unimportant discretionary ac-
counts with VA’s budget. According to
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VA, each 4100 million pays for about
1,400 VA care givers, and for care for
about 22,000 veterans.

In February, 1997, Dr. Kenneth Kizer,
VA's Under Secretary for Health, an-
nounced an initiative to increase the
number of veterans VA treats by 20
percent and to reduce VA's cost per pa-
tient by 30 percent. In time, reforms in
the delivery of VA care may enable VA
to absorb real reductions in health care
funding. But those reforms have not
yet taken root. Further, it takes
money to make money. According to
VA, reforms needed to achieve Dr.
Kizer's ambitious goals will cost
money to implement. If Congress re-
duces VA medical funding before VA's
reforms are implemented, we should
not be surprised if VA’s goals of in-
creasing the number of veterans treat-
ed, and reducing the average cost of
treating each patient, are postponed or
even abandoned. I believe that would
be a false economy, and a tragedy for
our veterans.

I recognize that discretionary spend-
ing assumptions are just that assump-
tions. The actual decisions will be
made as the Congress debates and en-
acts appropriations bills to fund discre-
tionary programs. The Appropriations
Committee always faces heavy pressure
to ensure adequate funding for VA
medical care. This budget resolution
will only increase that pressure.

Mr. President, 26 million American
veterans will watch to see how—and
if—the Congress will rise to the chal-
lenge presented by the discretionary
spending assumptions affecting the VA
in this budget resolution. I will fight to
assure that adegquate funding for vet-
erans’ health care is provided. In my
estimation, appropriations for discre-
tionary spending on veterans' pro-
grams, which are assumed under this
budget agreement, are not sufficient. I
intend to work hard, as chairman of
the Veterans' Affairs Committee and as
a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, to correct this inequity.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I am ex-
tremely pleased to have supported the
amendment offered by my colleague
from Florida, Senator MACK, which ex-
presses the sense of the Senate that
Federal funding for biomedical re-
search should be doubled over the next
5 years. This amendment is based on a
resolution which I cosponsored, Senate
Joint Resolution 15—one of the first
bills the Republican leadership intro-
duced in the 105th Congress. That reso-
lution, and the amendment we adopted
last night, sends a message to the
American people, as well as to sci-
entists and policy makers, that Con-
gress is committed to enhanced fund-
ing for this crucial research.

Americans consistently identify in-
creased funding for medical research as
something they believe should be a na-
tional priority. They want researchers
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to unravel the mysteries of cancer, Alz-
heimer’s disease, Parkinson's, cystic fi-
brosis, heart disease, HIV, multiple
sclerosis, and countless other diseases
which plague Americans today. And
they do not want their national leaders
or scientists to rest until there is a
cure.

We must bring the full force of our
country’s tremendous resources to bear
on these diseases in the same way we
rallied to be the first to set foot on the
Moon. We are a nation that has split
atoms, sent probes to the far reaches of
the solar system, and eradicated polio
from the face of the Earth. We ought to
be able to conquer these diseases.

Over the years, we have increased our
Federal commitment to medical re-
search. For example, 25 years ago, Con-
gress allocated just $400 million to the
National Cancer Institute. Today, total
funding for cancer research at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health for this fis-
cal year is $2.7 billion. This represents
an increase of close to 700 percent. And
this infusion of Federal funding is
working. For the very first time since
cancer mortality statistics were first
collected in 1930, mortality rates from
cancer are actually decreasing.

Researchers are beginning to isolate
the genes responsible for various dis-
eases at a seemingly breathtaking
speed, and gene therapy may someday
offer exciting new treatments—or even
a cure—for these diseases. Scientists
are beginning to understand the very
workings of cancer «cells, and
immunotherapy may offer cancer suf-
ferers new hope. But how this knowl-
edge may someday be translated into
benefits for everyday Americans is yet
unknown. We need to increase Federal
funding so that we can capitalize on
these important breakthroughs.

Throughout my tenure in both the
House and Senate, I have worked hard
to increase funding for medical re-
search. In fact, on the first legislative
day of this session, I introduced a bill
which would raise the reauthorization
level for breast cancer funding to a
record $590 million. The Mack resolu-
tion demonstrates the very same com-
mitment to ensuring that Americans
no longer suffer from diseases that cut
their lives short and cause undue suf-
fering. Our enhanced investment in
medical research will save countless
lives and health care dollars, and al-
leviate suffering in millions of Ameri-
cans.

ACCURATE MEASURE OF THE
COST OF LIVING

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, this
budget may solve our short-term budg-
et problems, but my concern remains
that it does not do enough about the
long-term budget problems we face. If
we want to keep the budget in check
over the long-haul, we need to adopt
policies that will slow entitlement
spending in a rational, equitable way.
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At present, we use the Consumer
Price Index [CPI] to determine cost-of-
living adjustments in our Federal tax
and entitlement programs. There is
wide, although not universal, agree-
ment among leading economists, that
the CPI overstates the cost-of-living
and should be adjusted. Indeed the De-
cember 4, 1996 final report to the Sen-
ate Finance Committee from the Advi-
sory Commission to Study the Con-
sumer Price Index concluded that:

The Commission’s best estimate of the size
of the upward bias looking forward is 1.1 per-
centage points per year. The range of plau-
sible values is .B to 1.6 points per year.

Mr. President, we ought not to make
the problems we face in funding our en-
titlement programs even worse by pay-
ing benefits based on an overstated
cost of living. Spending on entitlement
programs is already crowding out
spending for the traditional discre-
tionary functions of Government like
clean air and water, a strong national
defense, parks and recreation, edu-
cation, our transportation system, re-
search and development, and other in-
frastructure spending.

If steps are not taken to reverse this
trend, nearly all Federal revenues will
be consumed by entitlement spending
and interest on the debt shortly after
the year 2000. By 2030, revenues may
not even cover entitlement spending,
much less interest on the debt or a sin-
gle dollar of discretionary spending.
This is an unsustainable trend.

Adjusting the cost-of-living adjust-
ments triggered by the CPI, by 1 per-
centage point, would produce nearly a
trillion dollars in savings over 12 years
and $46 billion in 2002 alone. To illus-
trate what just half of this amount—
$23 billion—in domestic discretionary
spending could fund, I have a list of
programs and what they will cost in in-
flation-adjusted numbers in 2002. This
entire list of programs could be funded
by half of a 1 percentage point reduc-
tion in CPI, with money to spar

I ask unanimous consent that the list
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

Cost in fiscal year

2002

Cleaning up environment.ally
damaged s1tes ......corvvernsrerensinn 1$6.356
Head Start . 14,455
Agriculture Research .. 12.005
National Park Sewlce 11.770
Safe Drinking Water .. 11.425
Superfund . 11.421
F‘ish and Wild.llfe Serv’ice 11.417
Clean Water Programs .. 2736

NSF Education and Hu.ma.n Re-
sources .
Education Tachnolog'y
Solar and Renewable Energy
Violence Against Women .
Juvenile Justice Program
National Endowment for the Hu-
manities
National Endowment for the Arts

2,682
2,370
2,281
2,214
2,185

2,123
2,111

21.551

Total in billions of dollars ..

1In billions of dollars.
2In millions of dollars.
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Mr. KERREY. Expressed another
way, $23 billion could fund nearly all of
the Highway Trust Fund—$25.2 billion
in 2002—or all of NIH—$14.294 billion in
2002—and all of EPA—§7.398 billion in
2002.

Mr. President, if we are making a
mistake, we ought to correct it. Surely
if it was almost universally believed
that we were understating the cost-of-
living, we would have already taken
care of that problem. Although the
time for making this change this year
appears to have passed, I hope that the
distinguished chairman and ranking
member of the Finance Committee will
continue their fine work to see that we
correct this error sooner, rather than
later.

——————

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION
FUND

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak about the addi-
tional $700 million appropriation for
the Land and Water Conservation Fund
[LWCF] included in the balanced budg-
et agreement. While I commend the
President and congressional leadership
for recognizing the importance of the
LWCF, I have concerns that this addi-
tional appropriation will not be spent
on the priorities for which the LWCF
was established.

I urge congressional appropriators
not to use this additional LWCF money
on a handful of large projects, includ-
ing the acquisition of Headwaters For-
est in California and the New World
Mine in Montana. Those projects were
identified as priority land acquisitions
by politicians, not by Federal land
managers. Rather, I urge the appropri-
ators to spend this additional LWCF
money as the Land and Water Con-
servation Act directs on the hundreds
of priority land acquisitions and local
recreation projects identified by Fed-
eral land management agencies and the
States.

As originally envisioned, the admin-
istration planned to acquire the Head-
waters and the New World Mine
through land exchanges. Now, under
the terms of the budget agreement,
these lands would not be acquired by
land exchange but by purchase.

Mr. President, this change sets a hor-
rible precedent. It is bad public policy,
and the Congress should not be a part-
ner in this land grab, as now proposed.
I also fear that these land grabs, which
do not involve public participation and
which are inconsistent with land man-
agement plans, may become the norm
as opposed to the exception.

Recently, the President announced
the creation of the 1.7 million acre
Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument in Utah. He made the same
sort. of promises from Arizona that he
made in Yellowstone when he spoke
about the controversy surrounding the
New World Mine. The Utah National
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Monument lands contain 176,000 acres
of school trust lands that contain ap-
proximately 1.54 billion dollars’ worth
of coal deposits which, if extracted,
would fund the Utah school systems.
The President indicated that other
Federal lands in Utah would be made
available, and the schoolchildren in
Utah would not be hurt by the creation
of the National Monument. There are
apparently no plans to complete land
exchanges in Montana or California,
and the taxpayers are going to take an-
other hit for Presidential promises.
One only has to wonder what we are
going to do to make the schoolchildren
of Utah whole. If we begin by fully
funding the acquisitions at Headwaters
and the Mine, how do we ignore Utah
when the President decides to just buy
them out. This is not how Congress in-
tended for the Land and Water Con-
servation Act to be used.

Over 30 years ago, in a remarkable bi-
partisan effort, Congress and the Presi-
dent created the LWCF. The LWCF
provides funds for the purchase of Fed-
eral land by the land management
agencies—the Federal-side LWCF pro-
gram—and creates a unigue partner-
ship among Federal, State, and local
governments for the acquisition of pub-
lic outdoor recreation areas and facili-
ties—the State-side LWCF program.
The LWCF is funded primarily from
offshore o0il and gas leasing revenues
which now exceed $3 billion annually,
and has been authorized through the
year 2015 at an annual ceiling of $900
million.

However, LWCF moneys must be an-
nually appropriated. And, despite the
increase in offshore oil and gas reve-
nues, the LWCF has not fared well in
this decade. Expenditures from the
LWCF have fluctuated widely over its
life but have generally ranged from
$200 to $300 million per year. In the
1990’s, total appropriations to both the
Federal and State sides of LWCF stead-
ily declined from a high of $341 million
during the Bush administration to $149
million in fiscal year 1997.

Most significantly, all of the fiscal
vear 1997 appropriation was for the ex-
clusive purpose of Federal land acquisi-
tion. In 1995, Congress and the Presi-
dent agreed to shut down the State-
side LWCF program. For fiscal year
1998, the President has requested $165
million for Federal land acquisitions
and only $1 million for monitoring pre-
viously funded State-side projects. The
President did not request any funds for
new State-side projects.

Mr. President, I believe the addi-
tional appropriation provided for in the
budget agreement presents a signifi-
cant opportunity to right those mis-
guided decisions on the use of the
LWCF.

The State-side of the LWCF has
played a vital role in providing rec-
reational and educational opportuni-
ties to millions of Americans. State-
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side LWCF grants have helped finance
well over 37,500 park and recreation
projects in all 50 States, including
campgrounds, trails, and open space.

The availability of these outdoor
recreation facilities is critical to the
well-being of Americans. People who
participate in outdoor recreation ac-
tivities, whatever the activity, are
happier and healthier. Recreation is an
important component of our economy.
Moreover, while trips to our National
Parks create experiences and memories
which last a lifetime, day-in and day-
out, people recreate close to home. In
fiscal year 1995, the last year for which
the State-side LWCF grant program
was funded, there were nearly 3,800 ap-
plications for State-side grants. Unfor-
tunately, there was only enough money
to fund 500 projects. The demand for
those local recreation resources is in-
creasing.

That is why stateside LWCF grants
are so important. Stateside LWCF
grants help address the highest pri-
ority needs of Americans for outdoor
recreation. At the same time, because
of the matching requirement for state-
side LWCF grants, these grants provide
vital seed money which local commu-
nities use to forge partnerships with
private entities. In the absence of the
grants, I fear local park and recreation
services will fail to meet the ever-
growing demands of the American pub-
lic, and the Federal Government will
be asked to fill the void—a role the
Federal Government cannot, and
should not, play.

At the same time, the Federal land
management agencies have identified,
through their planning processes, the
lands they would like to purchase for
inclusion in the Federal estate. Again,
the purchases would be made with
LWCF moneys. The lands often are in
holdings in national parks or forests.
Or, they may be lands with unique
characteristics which the Federal land
managers believe should be owned by
the Federal Government. Interestingly,
neither Headwaters Forest nor the New
World Mine meet these criteria. Rath-
er, both the Headwaters Forest and the
New World Mine, have been labeled as
Federal land priorities according to the
politicians, not to the professional land
managers.

The budget agreement, as interpreted
by the Clinton administration, would
ignore hundreds of prioritized projects
and focus on a handful. The $315 mil-
lion the President would like to spend
on Headwaters Forest and New World
Mine could be spent on hundreds of
park and recreation facilities through-
out the Nation. Would the American
people rather own 5,000 acres in Cali-
fornia and a mine in Montana, or park
and recreation facilities Americans can
enjoy on a daily basis?

Why should Congress bail out the ad-
ministration because it could not ful-
fill the terms of deals it made on its

May 22, 1997

own for the acquisition of Headwaters
Forest and New World Mine?

Once again, when he announced each
of those deals, the President promised
the lands would be acquired through
land exchanges. We stand ready to
work with the President on land ex-
changes to accomplish his priorities in
Montana and California. But this
should be a process where the Presi-
dent and Congress work together. In-
stead, those who have been waiting for
yvears for the Government to acquire
their lands, as they were promised
when we incorporated private lands
into national parks and forests, will
just have to wait. Moreover, children
throughout urban America may not
have a park to play in or bike trail to
ride on because their money was spent
on the old growth redwoods in Cali-
fornia and the New World Mine in Mon-
tana

We have held no hearings on the New
World Mine. There have been no hear-
ings on Headwaters. Congress has not
been a participant in this process. In
fact, most of us know little about the
two proposals. On the other hand, we
know quite a bit about the stateside of
the LWCF. All of our constituents and
all of our States have benefited from
new greenways, trails, scenic path-
ways, bicycle trails, parks, recreation
facilities, ball parks, open spaces, and
the list goes on and on and on.

Mr. President, 1 encourage my
friends on the Appropriations Com-
mittee to seriously evaluate the Presi-
dent’s proposal in light of the priority
projects that could otherwise be funded
under the LWCF. We have an oppor-
tunity to save and enhance a program
that has proved to be beneficial to all
Americans. Let us weigh the pros and
cons, and be mindful of the dangerous
precedent we will set if we just swim
merrily along with the President into
his ocean of land acquisition.

Unfortunately, the majority of city
kids will never see the Headwaters or
the site of the New World Mine. But a
majority of city kids will see and be
able to experience the results of the
LWCF if properly applied. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield the floor.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am
pleased that this budget agreement in-
cludes my proposal to give Amtrak a
capital fund. My proposal creates an
Amtrak reserve fund which would give
Amtrak the capital funds that it needs
to survive. Amtrak is currently bor-
rowing to meet payroll and if addi-
tional capital funding is not provided,
Amtrak President Tom Downs, has tes-
tified that the company will not sur-
vive beyond mid-1998.

Let me be clear. This reserve fund is
not my first preference. Amtrak today
needs funding that I would prefer to do
through direct spending. However, this
reserve fund language is a compromise
with the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee to ensure that the Appropria-
tions Committee will continue to have
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complete control over the funding of
Amtrak.

Our compromise language would
allow spending caps for passenger rail
to be raised by the amount of revenue
raised in the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. It is the first step, and a very
critical step, for ensuring that Amtrak
would be able to receive the capital
funds, subject to the appropriations
process, it needs to survive.

This provision does not create a trust
fund nor ensure the creation of a trust
fund for Amtrak. It is merely a
placemark in the budget which pro-
vides that should money be raised for
Amtrak, the spending caps would be
raised by that amount.

Three more steps are required if Am-
trak is to see a capital fund:

First, legislation must be enacted to
create a fund; second, legislation must
be enacted which pays for the fund; and
finally, once all these steps have been
accomplished, the appropriators must
act to fund Amtrak. Let me reiterate,
that the fate of Amtrak will continue
to be in the appropriators’ hands.

Again, this is the first significant
step to allow for a creation of a fund
for Amtrak this year. This provision is
necessary so that the creation of such
a fund would not be in violation of the
Budget Act. It merely creates room in
the budget to allow spending from the
rail fund, provided money is raised to
finance this fund.

Let me also say that this provision
does not in any way put funding ahead
of legislative reforms for Amtrak.
Many Senators supporting this provi-
sion also support legislative reforms. I
believe Amtrak must be able to operate
like a business. Amtrak needs these re-
forms and they must be enacted this
year. Senator HUTCHISON has recently
introduced a major reform package
which I generally support. I believe any
additional capital funding must be
done in conjunction with this reform
package. This Amtrak reserve fund
would not prevent this from happening.
Again, the provision we are debating
today merely says that should a trust
fund be created and funded, there
would be room in the budget.

Also, this provision does not rely on
the transfer of a half-cent from the 4.3
cent per gallon motor fuels tax. It has
nothing to do with the 4.3 cent per gal-
lon motor fuels tax. This reserve fund
would be financed without such a
transfer. My goal, however, would be
that total capital funding for Amtrak
would equal the revenues derived from
a half-cent.

Mr. President, we cannot lose our na-
tional passenger rail system. If some-
thing is not done to give Amtrak the
capital funds it needs, Amtrak will not
survive. This is not an idle threat. GAO
has testified before my committee that
this is the case. Amtrak President Tom
Downs has testified that the company
would not survive past 1998. Amtrak’s
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financial report proves it. The question
before us is whether or not we want
this country to have a national pas-
senger rail system. If we want a na-
tional system, we must give Amtrak a
secure capital funding source. This pro-
vision is the first step in creating such
a fund.

Mr. President, all major modes of
transportation have a dedicated source
of capital funding, except for intercity
passenger rail. Amtrak needs a similar
capital funding source to bring it's
equipment, facilities and tracks into a
state of good repair. Much of Amtrak’s
equipment and infrastructure has ex-
ceeded its projected useful life. The
costs of maintaining this aging fleet
and the need to modernize and over-
haul facilities through capital im-
provements to the system are serious
financial challenges for Amtrak. This
provision is the first step in helping to
reverse these problems and give Am-
trak the resources necessary to meet
its capital investment needs.

Mr. President, GAO, Amtrak, and the
National Commission on Intermodal
Transportation have called for a secure
source of capital funding for Amtrak. I
believe that now is the time for this
Congress to reverse our current policy
that favors building more highways at
the expense of alternative means of
transportation such as intercity pas-
senger rail. Despite rail’s proven safe-
ty, efficiency, and reliability in Eu-
rope, Japan, and elsewhere, intercity
passenger rail remains severely under-
funded in the United States. In fact,
over half of the Department of Trans-
portation’s spending authority is de-
voted to highways and another quarter
to aviation; rail still ranks last with
roughly 3 percent of total spending an-
thority.

Last year we spent $20 billion for
highways while capital investment for
Amtrak was less than $450 million. In
relative terms, between fiscal year 1980
and fiscal year 1994, transportation
outlays for highways increased 73 per-
cent, aviation increased 170 percent,
and transportation outlays for rail
went down by 62 percent. In terms of
growth, between 1982 and 1992 highway
spending grew by 5 percent, aviation by
10 percent, while rail decreased by 9
percent.

A problem that is going to increase is
the congestion on our roads. Between
1983 and 1990, vehicle miles traveled in-
creased nationwide by 41 percent. If
current trends continue, delays due to
congestion will increase by more than
400 percent on our highways and by
more than 1,000 percent on urban roads.
Highway congestion costs the United
States $100 billion annually, and this
figure does not include the economic
and societal costs of increased pollu-
tion and wasted energy resources.

Air travel is equally congested. Com-
mercial airlines in the United States
presently transport over 450 million
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passengers each year. A recent trans-
portation safety board study revealed
that 21 of the 26 major airports experi-
enced serious delays and it is projected
to get worse. Again, the costs are enor-
mous. A 1990 DOT study estimated the
financial cost of air congestion at $5
billion each year, and it expects this
number to reach $8 billion by 2000.

Congestion is a problem and it must
be addressed. However, the current
path we are on directs more money for
highways and airports. For us in the
Northeast, building more roads is sim-
ply not an option. We do not have the
land nor the financial resources to
build more highways or more airports.
For these reasons, we must provide
more than just good roads but a good
passenger rail system as well.

Adequately funded passenger rail can
successfully address highway gridlock
and ease airport congestion. Passenger
rail ridership between New York and
Washington is equal to 7,500 fully
booked 757's or 10,000 DC-9's. Between
New York and Washington, Amtrak has
over 40 percent of the air-rail market.

Improved Northeast rail service will
also have the same positive impact on
road congestion. The 5.9 billion pas-
senger miles were taken on Amtrak in
1994. These are trips that were not
taken on crowded highways and air-
ways. Improved rail service in the
Northeast is projected to eliminate
over 300,000 auto trips each year from
highways as well as reduce auto con-
gestion around the airports.

Improved rail service will also have a
positive effect on rural areas. Twenty-
two million of Amtrak’s 55 million pas-
sengers depend on Amtrak for travel
between urban centers and rural loca-
tions which have no alternative modes
of transportation.

Mr. President, now is the time to in-
vest in our rail system.

Opponents of this language say that
we should stop subsidizing Amtrak.
Amtrak needs to be self-sufficient.

I would like to see that happen, but
to date, I am not aware of any trans-
portation system that supports itself
without Federal assistance. Further, I
am not aware of any transportation
system that supports itself through
user fees. According to the Department
of Transportation, in fiscal year 1994
nearly $6 billion more was spent on
highways than was collected in user
fees.

In fiscal year 1995 nearly $8 billion
more was spent on highways than was
collected in taxes. Transit which is ex-
empted from the motor fuels tax, re-
ceived $3 billion in revenues in motor
fuels revenues last year. I repeat, no
mode is self-financed.

If we want a national passenger rail
system, we must fund it properly. This
provision is an important step to give
Amtrak the capital funds it needs to
survive.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
have made the decision to vote in favor
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of the budget resolution before us to
achieve a balanced budget and invest in
key priorities for the country. This is
not a vote to claim that this budget
plan is perfect or a replica of the spe-
cific way I would best like to see the
budget balanced and my own State's
needs addressed. However, as a result
of President Clinton working with Con-
gress to reach this agreement, this
plan represents a responsible course for
completing the job of deficit reduction
and launching essential steps for our
future.

This budget plan is also a victory
against the dangerous and reckless ef-
forts we have seen over the past 2 years
in the name of balancing the budget,
reforming Medicare, and other attrac-
tive but misleading labels. I am ex-
tremely proud and now relieved that
some of us succeeded in defeating the
extreme cuts proposed in the budget
plans offered by Republicans that
would have done such grave damage to
Medicare, education, infrastructure,
and other priorities. The Republican
plans literally raided Medicare to pay
for tax cuts for the wealthy, and would
have put crushing burdens on working
families and our communities that
were totally unnecessary and wrong.

This budget plan now before us is
possible because of the tough choices
and hard work done by President Clin-
ton, with the sole help of Democrats
and not a single Republican vote, in
1993 to enact a historic package of def-
icit reduction and economic growth
measures. Instead of the horrors pre-
dicted by opponents, that 1993 budget
and economic plan cut the deficit from
$290 billion to $67 billion. Over the past
4 years, we have watched the economy
grow steadily, interest rates come
down and stabilize, inflation remain
low, and unemployment reach record
lows.

Some of the critics of the bipartisan
budget agreement before us now seem
to be upset because this plan doesn't
hurt enough. Since when is pain or sac-
rifice the goal of a Federal budget? The
goals should be fairness, balance, pri-
ority-setting, and investment as we
hammer out a budget that also adheres
to fiscal discipline. And the reason we
can now proceed to finish the job of
balancing the budget is because some
of us have been hard at work over the
past years to limit spending, set prior-
ities, and make the real choices.

This budget agreement is a plan with
the necessary spending cuts and reform
to balance the budget, with invest-
ments in urgent needs that Americans
want us to address. This means accept-
ing tradeoffs and limits. In fact, I have
been obligated to vote against certain
amendments in the past few days to in-
crease spending in areas that I have a
strong commitment to, from childrens
programs to highway spending. But in
order for this agreement to go forward,
and enable us to fill in the details and
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even work out revisions, I feel a re-
sponsibility to help the bipartisan lead-
ership maintain the fabric of this
agreement.

Mr. President, I am especially
pleased that this agreement includes
$16 billion for expanding health care
coverage for children. My hope is that
this will translate directly into enact-
ing the legislation introduced by Sen-
ator CHAFEE and myself, with broad, bi-
partisan support, to use the Medicaid
Program to insure up to 5 million chil-
dren with the most urgent needs. Our
approach would build on a foundation
that serves children and families well,
in a cost-effective and targeted man-
ner.

As the former chairman of the Na-
tional Commission on Children, I view
this budget agreement as the bipar-
tisan commitment needed to fulfill
other parts of the agenda we rec-
ommended to make children a higher
priority in deeds, not just rhetoric, in
America. With the education tax cuts
promised for families, a children’s tax
credit, and more investment in early
childhood and education, along with
the childrens health care initiative
promised, we can make sure this coun-
try prepares more of the next genera-
tion to be ready for the incredible chal-
lenges ahead of us.

Mr. President, while I generally sup-
port the provisions of the balanced
budget resolution, I want to make a
special point of the fact that I take
strong exception to the proposed fund-
ing for veterans. It is my view that vet-
erans, who have sacrificed for this
country, are carrying a dispropor-
tionate share of the burden to balance
the Federal budget.

As the ranking member of the Senate
Veterans' Affairs Committee, this part
of the budget is the area that I have a
special responsibility to review in
great detail. In addition, it affects
West Virginians in countless ways. It is
a sad statement that spending for vet-
erans was not included in the list of
protected programs by the President or
congressional leadership. The result is
that veterans benefits and services
have been cut. In fiscal year 1998, dis-
cretionary veterans programs covering
medical care, construction, and general
administrative expenses will be de-
creased by $132 million in fiscal year
1998. To me, this represents a serious
cut in veterans programs. Veterans
groups and their advocates have agreed
over the years to pull their weight in a
concerted effort to balance the budget.
However, this agreement does not re-
flect a sense of fairness. Aside from the
deep cuts in Medicare and Medicaid
and receipts from spectrum sales, vet-
erans face the largest cuts in programs,
and this is unacceptable.

The budget resolution effectively
flatlines the Department of Veterans
Affairs’ [VA] medical care appropria-
tion to $16.959 billion over the next 5
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years, and in an attempt to supplement
this funding shortfall, builds in a new
revenue stream.

For the first time, VA will retain all
third-party payments collected from
insurance companies, and the budget
agreement assumes that these fees will
be available to support discretionary
spending for VA medical care. In pol-
icy, I have always supported retention
of these so-called Medical Care Cost
Recovery [MCCR] collections on the
basis that these collections would en-
hance medical services for veterans.
Unfortunately, even with these new
funds—$604 million in fiscal year 1998—
the resulting level of funding would not
be sufficient to support current serv-
ices in fiscal year 1998. Projected out-
yvear medical care spending would rise
by less than one-half of 1 percent, while
at the same time, the number of unique
patients VA treats is projected to rise
at an average annual rate of over 3.5
percent. If this same growth rate were
applied to Medicare, America’s seniors
would rightly be marching on the Cap-
itol.

Mr. President, I want my colleagues
to know that when we speak of the
funding level for VA medical care, we
are really talking about such concerns
as the long-term care needs of our
World War II and Korean war veterans,
the health care needs of ailing Vietnam
and Persian Gulf war veterans, special-
ized services provided to veterans who
are catastrophically disabled, and basic
health and preventive care services
provided to all our veterans.

Under the budget agreement, vet-
erans seeking medical care from the
VA would be dependent upon uncertain
funding, including a base appropriation
which is $54 million less than the pre-
vious year; an untested plan to secure
funding from insurance companies; and
another controversial proposal, Medi-
care reimbursement, which will require
congressional approval. I believe that
the Government can be fiscally respon-
sible and reduce the Federal deficit and
debt, and still fulfill our commitment
to our Nation's veterans. Asking vet-
erans to rely upon tenuous funding
mechanisms for their medical care does
not meet this basic criteria.

This proposed level of funding will
also be particularly troublesome in
those areas of the country which are
losing VA health care funding as part
of VA’s new resource allocation model.
Those facilities which are already slat-
ed to lose resources, including the
Clarksburg VA Medical Center in my
home State, will be hit even harder by
the low level of fiscal year 1998 funding.

Mr. President, some have viewed this
budget agreement as a victory for vet-
erans. This is simply a misunder-
standing of the facts. Veterans groups
know and understand that a frozen ap-
propriation coupled with cuts in other
programs will translate into a reduc-
tion of services and benefits, and I un-
derstand that they will be opposing the
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resolution. I will be working through-
out the appropriations process to as-
sure that these cuts are diminished. In
sum, the appropriators will have to do
better if we are to honor our commit-
ment to veterans.

Before concluding, I also warn my
colleagues who are such strong pro-
ponents of capital gains and estate tax
relief that these requirements are
going to be subject to intense scrutiny
by Americans who have every right to
ask some tough questions. When work-
ing families struggle as hard as they do
to make ends meet and give their chil-
dren opportunities to succeed, they
want to see a Federal budget with pri-
orities that make sense.

Every year, when faced with the
budget process and debate, I have to
weigh the various principles and goals
that guide me in all of my work as the
Senator of West Virginia. I have fought
certain plans and proposals strenu-
ously, because of their tilted and unfair
approaches. In the case of the budget
agreement before us, I believe it is an
effort that should go forward. It is a
work-in-progress, and I will be working
hard to improve it. But at the same
time, it captures the basic goals that
the people of West Virginia and the
country are asking us to pursue. We
need to complete the job of balancing
the budget. We also need to take new
steps to address the opportunities and
needs of Americans, in education,
health care, research, and other key
areas. With a bipartisan budget agree-
ment resolved to pursue these goals, I
will vote to get the job underway.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, this
is a notable occasion.

We are adopting a bipartisan budget
plan, an uncommon event, made even
more exceptional because that plan
outlines a path toward achieving bal-
ance in the unified budget.

As others have noted, this budget
resolution is not perfect.

No one of us would have proposed
precisely the same combination of pro-
visions we have in this resolution, that
is the nature of political compromise.

The result, however, is a package of
provisions that does provide the oppor-
tunity to reach balance.

Mr. President, balancing our budget
has been my highest priority as a Mem-
ber of this body.

I ran on that issue in 1992, and I am
pleased that we will enact a budget
outline that puts us on track to
achieve that goal.

Mr. President, it is important to note
that this agreement would not have
been possible without the President’s
deficit reduction package enacted in
1993.

Some now estimate that package
achieved approximately $2 trillion in
deficit reduction between 1993 and 2002.

By contrast, the deficit reduction
achieved in this year’s budget outline
is much smaller, but it is still an im-
portant accomplishment.
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Mr. President, I think it also needs
to be said this important accomplish-
ment was achieved without amending
our Constitution.

Indeed, I am convinced that the lack
of a constitutional amendment pushed
both sides to get the job done right
now.

No one was able to say to their con-
stituents: “Well, we passed a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et, now it's up to State legislatures.”

Mr. President, we still have a ways to
g0.
This budget resolution is only the be-
ginning; we still have to enact the nec-
essary spending cuts to reach balance.

More importantly, our longer-term
budget prospects need much more seri-
ous work.

In fact, my bhiggest concern is that
the agreement leaves enough room for
either or both sides to push tax or
spending policies that worsen our
longer-term budget prospects.

I am particularly concerned that
while the tax cut agreement may look
sustainable in the budget resolution, it
may become entirely unsustainable in
the long-run, and only aggravate the
serious budget problems we know we
will face with the retirement of the
baby boomers.

We all must continue the bipartisan
commitment reflected by this budget
agreement to ensure the resulting tax
and spending legislation does not un-
dermine either the immediate goal of
that agreement—balancing the unified
budget—nor our ability to take the
next critical steps—enacting necessary
entitlement reform, balancing the
budget without relying on the Social
Security trust funds, and beginning to
reduce our national debt.

Mr. President, while many can be
congratulated for the work done to
produce this budget, I want to note es-
pecially the work done by our Budget
Committee Chairman, the senior Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI]
and our ranking member, the senior
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG].

I joined the Budget Committee this
past January, and this is my first expe-
rience as a member in working on a
budget resolution.

To say the least, Mr. President, it
has been a remarkable first experience.

We all realize that reaching this kind
of settlement is not simply a matter of
finding policies on which there is
agreement.

The character and good will of the
negotiators makes an enormous dif-
ference, and both sides of the aisle were
well represented in this regard.

Mr. President, understandably, we
often find ourselves focusing on the de-
veloping details of the agreement as
the negotiations proceeded, and we all
have specific matters to which we pay
special attention.

All of that is appropriate.
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But we often lose sight of the big pic-
ture, and the big picture here is that
this budget resolution gives us the op-
portunity to actually achieve balance
in the unified budget by 2002.

That is an historic achievement, and
a great deal of the credit for that
achievement should go to our chairman
and ranking member.

I am proud to serve with them, and
delighted to be a member of the com-
mittee they oversee.

I look forward to working with them
next year on a budget resolution that
takes the next important steps: enact-
ing necessary entitlement reforms,
achieving true balance without using
the Social Security trust funds, and re-
ducing the national debt.

e ——————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent there now be a period for the
transaction of morning business with
Senators permitted to speak up to 5
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

OECD SHIPBUILDING AGREEMENT
IMPLEMENTING LEGISLATION

Mr. LOTT. The congressional partici-
pation in the OECD shipbuilding agree-
ment continues in the 105th Congress.
On April 22, 1997, Senator BREAUX in-
troduced S. 629, the OECD Shipbuilding
Agreement Act. On April 30, 1997, the
Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation, chaired
by Senator McCAIN, held a hearing on
trade matters which included the
OECD shipbuilding agreement. On June
5 that hearing will be continued with
the focus on this particular maritime
trade policy.

I must say that S. 629 represents the
administration’s attempt to reconcile
their earlier legislative proposal made
in the 104th Congress with the success-
ful amendment made by the House of
Representatives to that bill. Let me be
clear, while the current bill does not
address all of the concerns voiced by
America’s largest shipbuilders, it is a
positive step in the right direction. My
colleagues must not ignore it.

It also begins to deal with issues I
raised in my two colloquies in the Sen-
ate with Senator SNOWE.

I intend to work with Senator
BREAUX to amend S. 629 so that all ap-
propriate maritime solutions are incor-
porated. At a recent maritime func-
tion, I challenged the audience to ex-
amine the new language and to offer
constructive improvements. Our Na-
tion has international maritime re-
sponsibilities and we must respond to
the challenge.

I believe that with the introduction
of S. 629, the administration has made
an honest attempt to address the ma-
jority of the concerns.
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I plan on working with my colleagues
in both the Senate and the House of
Representatives to ensure that accept-
able ratification and implementation
legislation for the OECD shipbuilding
agreement is passed by this Congress.

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the majority
leader for his efforts to address the
concerns of all U.S. shipbuilders while
achieving proper ratification and im-
plementation of this important inter-
national agreement.

Mr. LOTT. A primary thrust of the
amendment in the 104th Congress by
the House of Representatives was to
clarify that the agreement shall not af-
fect in any way the Jones Act and
other laws related to our essential
coastwise trade. My colleagues know
my position on the Jones Act—I sup-
port it unequivocally. I believe the lan-
guage in S. 629 also supports the Jones
Act by requiring the withdrawal of the
United States from the agreement if it
interferes with our coastwise trade
laws. However, I am continuing to
work with Senator BREAUX to further
strengthen this provision.

Mr. BREAUX. I agree with the ma-
jority leader. This legislation rep-
resents a strong reaffirmation to the
world of the United States steadfast
support for the Jones Act.

Furthermore, the House of Rep-
resentatives amended H.R. 2754 to
clearly preserve the authority of the
Secretary of Defense to define, for the
purposes of exclusion from coverage
under the agreement, the terms **mili-
tary vessel”, ‘‘military reserve vessel”,
and ‘‘essential security interest’.
While the administration and the Of-
fice of the USTR attempted to define
“military reserve vessel” by including
a description of current military re-
serve vessel programs, some have ex-
pressed concerns that this approach
might in the future limit the flexi-
bility of the Secretary of Defense to
implement additional programs, such
as the National Defense Features Pro-
gram. I am working with Senator LOTT
to redraft this provision in a way that
will not limit United States national
security options.

Mr. LOTT. Acknowledging the valid
concerns raised by Representative
BATEMAN is appreciated. I believe to-
gether we can find the right definition
to ensure our national security is pro-
tected. No one wants to jeopardize our
military capabilities.

S. 629 would also grant the United
States a 2-year extension for the title
X1 shipbuilding loan guarantee pro-
gram to continue under its current
terms and conditions. This too is a
move toward equitable implementing
language. However, other signatories,
including Belgium, Portugal, Spain,
and South Korea, were provided special
arrangements, exemptions, and transi-
tion programs under the Agreement.

When the House of Representatives
amended H.R. 2754 in the last Congress,
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it provided a 3-year transition period
for the title XI program. This is an es-
sential component for a fair agreement
and I intend to work with Senator
BREAUX to restore the full 3-year tran-
sition period as provided in last year’'s
House bill.

Mr. BREAUX. H.R. 2754, as amended
by the House of Representatives, would
have required that third country anti-
dumping cases taken by the Office of
the USTR to the third country be adju-
dicated in a manner similar to that
provided by the agreement. Some were
concerned that S. 629 would require
that the injurious pricing action be
taken in accordance with the laws of
that third country, without regard to
whether those laws are consistent with
the agreement. I intend to work with
Senator LOTT to ensure that such third
country proceedings are consistent
with the injurious pricing actions of
the agreement.

Mr. LOTT. Many of our American
shipbuilders also expressed their con-
cern to me that several countries with
a significant shipbuilding industrial
presence are not signatories to the
agreement. This reduces the effective-
ness of the agreement. S. 629 includes a
provision not found in last year’'s
House bill which would direct our
Trade Representative to seek the
prompt accession to the agreement by
these other countries. This is one step
in the right direction. Another step is
that S. 629 also would direct our Trade
Representative to use the mechanisms
already available under existing U.S.
trade laws to redress efforts by non-sig-
natories to undermine the agreement.

Additionally, I expect our Trade Rep-
resentative to vigorously protest the
recent approval of approximately $§2.1
billion in restructuring aid to ship-
yvards in Germany, Spain, and Greece.
I'm sure that all will agree that the
agreement has no chance of holding to-
gether if any signatories work around
its provisions in order to continue un-
fairly subsidizing their shipyards.

Mr. BREAUX. I would also like to
note that S. 629 includes another im-
portant provision not found in H.R.
2754, as amended by the House of Rep-
resentatives. S. 629 provides for U.S.
shipyards to continue to receive 25-
yvear title XI financing when competing
in bids against subsidized non-signa-
tory shipyards.

I want to once again thank the ma-
jority leader for his efforts to resolve
the differences within the U.S. ship-
building industry over the agreement
and to find an appropriate solution
that benefits the entire U.S. maritime
industry.

Mr. LOTT. I anticipate a swift reso-
lution of the jurisdictional issue. The
Senate should focus on the successful
enactment of a corrected version of S.
629.

1 look forward to working with the
other members of the Senate Com-
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merce and Finance Committees to de-
velop fair implementing language.

I want to personally thank you JOHN
for your dedication to America’s mari-
time industry and I look forward to a
continued partnership in finding an ac-
ceptable consensus for the agreement’s
implementing language.

T ———

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, May 21, 1997, the Federal debt
stood at $5,348,057,972,766.87. (Five tril-
lion, three hundred forty-eight billion,
fifty-seven million, nine hundred sev-
enty-two thousand, seven hundred
sixty-six dollars and eighty-seven
cents)

One year -ago, May 21, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,115,827,000,000.
(Five trillion, one hundred fifteen bil-
lion, eight hundred twenty-seven mil-
lion)

Five years ago, May 21, 1992, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,923,950,000,000.
(Three trillion, nine hundred twenty-
three billion, nine hundred fifty mil-
lion)

Ten years ago, May 21, 1987, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $2,289,948,000,000.
(Two trillion, two hundred eighty-nine
billion, nine hundred forty-eight mil-
lion)

Fifteen years ago, May 21, 1982, the
Federal debt stood at $1,068,477,000,000
(One trillion, sixty-eight billion, four
hundred seventy-seven million) which
reflects a debt increase of more than $4
trillion—$4,279,580,972,766.87 (Four tril-
lion, two hundred seventy-nine billion,
five hundred eighty million, nine hun-
dred seventy-two thousand, seven hun-
dred sixty-six dollars and eighty-seven
cents) during the past 15 years.

e

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

———————

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:58 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 408. An act to amend the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 to support
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the International Dolphin Conservation Pro-
gram in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 1377. An act to amend title I of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974 to encourage retirement income sav-
ings.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 63. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
50th anniversary of the Marshall plan and re-
affirming the commitment of the United
States to the principles that led to the estab-
lishment of that program.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provision of 22 U.S.C.
1928a, the Chair announces the Speak-
er’'s appointment of the following Mem-
bers of the House to the United States
Group of the North Atlantic Assembly:
Mr. BEREUTER, Chairman, Mr. SoL-
OMON, Vice Chairman, Mr. REGULA, Mr.
BATEMAN, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
HaMILTON, Mr. RUSH, Mr. LANTOS, and
Mr. MANTON.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

At 1:35 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bill:

H.R. 1650. An act to authorize the Presi-
dent to award a gold medal on behalf of the
Congress to Mother Teresa of Calcutta in
recognition of her outstanding and enduring
contributions through humanitarian and
charitable activities, and for other purposes.

The enrolled bill was signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 408. An act to amend the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 to support
the International Dolphin Conservation Pro-
gram in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

The following concurrent resolution
was read and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 63. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
50th anniversary of the Marshall plan and re-
affirming the commitment of the United
States to the principles that led to the estab-
lishment of that program; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following measure was read the
second time and placed on the cal-
endar:

H.R. 1306. An act to amend the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act to clarify the applica-
bility of host State laws to any branch in
such State of an out-of-State bank.
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EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-1965. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Federal Bureau of Prisons, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a rule entitled “Transfer of Offenders”
(RIN1120-AA60) received on May 20, 1997; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

EC-1966. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Appraisal Subcommittee, Federal
Financial Institutions Examination Council,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report for
calendar year 1996, to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

EC-1967. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy, Management
Staff, Office of Policy, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a rule entitled ‘‘Export Requirements’’;
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

EC-1968. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the National Legislative Commission
of the American Legion, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of the financial con-
dition of the American Legion for calendar
year 1996; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

EC-1969. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a rule entitled
“Irish Potatoes” (FV97-947-1) received on
May 20, 1997; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-1970. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft
of proposed legislation to amend section 502
of title V of the Housing Act of 1949; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-1971. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator of the Agricultural Marketing
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a rule entitled
‘‘Suspension of Certain Order Provisions™ re-
ceived on May 20, 1997; to the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-1972. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator of Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, Marketing
and Regulatory Programs, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a rule entitled “Interstate Movement of
Livestock’ received on May 22, 1997; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

EC-1973. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulations Policy, Management
Staff, Office of Policy, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a rule entitled ‘“‘Medical Devices' re-
celved on May 22, 1997, to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

——

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources, with
amendments and with a preamble:

8. Res. 57. A resolution to support the com-
memoration of the bicentennial of the Lewis
and Clark Expedition.
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By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute and an amendment to
the title:

5. 610. A bill to implement the obligations
of the United States under the Convention
on the Prohibition of the Development, Pro-
duction, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical
Weapons and on Their Destruction, known as
“the Chemical Weapons Convention” and
opened for signature and signed by the
United States on January 13, 1993.

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

5. T68. A bill for the relief of Michel Chris-
topher Meili, Giuseppina Meili, Mirjam
Naomi Meili, and Davide Meili.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

Thomas W. Thrash, Jr., of Georgia, to be
United States District Judge for the North-
ern District of Georgia.

Alan S. Gold, of Florida, to be United
States District Judge for the Southern Dis-
trict of Florida.

Eric L. Clay, of Michigan, to be United
States Circuit Judge for the Sixth Circuit.

Arthur Gajarsa, of Maryland, to be United
States Circuit Judge for the Federal Circuit.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed.)

By Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee
on Governmental Affairs:

David J. Barram, of California, to be Ad-
ministrator of General Services.

Mary Ann Gooden Terrell, of the District
of Columbia, to be an Associate Judge of the
Superior Court of the District of Columbia
for the term of fifteen years.

(The above nominations were reported
with the recommendation that they be con-
firmed, subject to the nominees’ commit-
ment to respond to requests to appear and
testify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.)

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, and Mr. GLENN):

S. T19. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to increase the number
of physicians that complete a fellowship in
geriatric medicine and geriatric psychiatry,
and for other purposes;, to the Committee on
Finance.

S. 780. A bill to amend title III of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to include each year
of fellowship training in geriatric medicine
or geriatric psychiatry as a year of obligated
service under the National Health Corps
Loan Repayment Program; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. CRAIG,
Mr. GrRAMM, Mr. ENzI, Mr. COCHRAN,
Mr. HELMS, and Mr. KEMPTHORNE):

5. 781. A bill to establish a uniform and
more efficient Federal process for protecting
property owners’ rights guaranteed by the
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fifth amendment; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LUGAR:

S. 782. A bill to amend the Department of
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 to re-
move the provision that prevents the recov-
ery of an amount disbursed as a result of an
erroneous decision made by a State, county,
or area committee; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

By Mr. GRAMS:

S. 783. A bill to increase the accessibility
of the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilder-
ness, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. D'AMATO (by request):

S. T84, A bill to reform the United States
Housing Act of 1937, deregulate the public
housing program and the program for rental
housing assistance for low-income families,
and increase community control over such
programs, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon:

S. T785. A bill to convey certain land to the
City of Grants Pass, Oregon; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. BRYAN (for himself and Mr.
REID):

S. 786. A bill to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to convey, at fair market value, cer-
tain properties in Clark County, Nevada, to
persons who purchased adjacent properties in
good faith reliance on land surveys that were
subsequently determined to be inaccurate; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. GRAMM (for himself and Mrs.
HUTCHISON):

S. 787. A bill to permit any state to use
non-governmental personnel in the deter-
mination of eligibility under the Medicaid,
Food Stamps and WIC programs; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mrs. MURRAY:

S. 788. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on certain materials used in the manu-
facture of skis and snowboards; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. WYDEN,
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. KoOHL, and Mr.
CHAFEE):

S. 789. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide medicare
beneficiaries with additional information re-
garding medicare managed care plans and
medicare select policies; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. DASCHLE:

S. 790. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow Indian tribes to re-
ceive charitable contributions of inventory;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr.
DORGAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. JOHNSON,
and Mr. CONRAD):

S. T91. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 with respect to the treat-
ment of certain amounts received by a coop-
erative telephone company; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr.
DORGAN, Mr. CONRAD, and Mr. JOHN-
SON):

S. 792, A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that certain
cash rentals of farmland will not cause re-
capture of special estate tax valuation; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. DODD:

S. T93. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to require that the Center for
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Substance Abuse Treatment carry out treat-
ment programs for adolescents; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. S.
T94. A bill to amend the Public Health Serv-
ice Act to revise and extend the grant pro-
gram for services for children of substance
abusers: to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.
By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. BREAUX,
Ms. COLLINS, and Mr, ROCKEFELLER):

8. T95. A bill to improve the quality of
health plans and health care that is provided
through the Federal Government and to pro-
tect health care consumers; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and
Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. 796. A bill to reduce gun trafficking, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. BAU-
cuUs, and Mr. KENNEDY):

S. T97. A bill to amend the John F. Ken-
nedy Center Act to authorize the design and
construction of additions to the parking ga-
rage and certain site improvements, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

By Mr. WARNER:

S. 798. A bill to establish a Commission on
Information Technology Worker Shortage;
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr.
DobDp):

S. Con. Res. 28. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency should take immediate steps to
abate emissions of mercury and release to
Congress the study of mercury required
under the Clean Air Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

—————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr.
GRASSLEY, and Mr. GLENN):

S. 779. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to increase the
number of physicians that complete a
fellowship in geriatric medicine and
geriatric psychiatry, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

THE MEDICARE PHYSICIAN WORKFORCE ACT OF
1997

S. 780. A bill to amend title III of the
Public Health Service Act to include
each year of fellowship training in
geriatric medicine or geriatric psychi-
atry as a year of obligated service
under the National Health Corps Loan
Repayment Program; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources.
THE GERIATRICIANS LOAN FORGIVENESS ACT OF

1997

Mr. REID. Good morning Mr. Presi-

dent. I come to the floor today to offer
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two bills which are written to address
the national shortage of geriatricians
we are experiencing in this country. A
problem I am sorry to say that is get-
ting worse, not better. I am pleased to
have as original cosponsors of my bills
Senator GRASSLEY, the distinguished
Chairman of the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Aging and Senator GLENN,
also a member of the Aging Com-
mittee, one for whom I have tremen-
dous respect and regard.

Our Nation is growing older. Today,
life expectancy for women is 79, for
men it is 73. While the population of
the United States has tripled since
1900, the number of people age 65 or
older has increased 11 times, to more
than 33 million Americans. By 2030,
this group is projected to double in size
to nearly 70 million.

Mr. President, I first became con-
cerned about this problem when a read
a report issued by the Alliance for
Aging Research in May of 1996 entitled,
**Will you Still Treat Me When I'm 657"
The report concluded that there are
only 6,784 primary-care physicians cer-
tified in geriatrics. This number rep-
resents less than one percent of the
total of 684,414 doctors in the United
States. The report goes on to state that
the United States should have at least
20,000 physicians with geriatric train-
ing to provide appropriate care for the
current population, and as many as
36,000 geriatricians by the year 2030
when there will be close to 70 million
older Americans.

The bills I am introducing today, the
Medicare Physician Worforce Improve-
ment Act of 1997 and the Geriatricians
Loan Forgiveness Act of 1997, aim—in
modest ways and at very modest cost—
to encourage an increase in the number
of trained doctors seniors of today and
tomorrow will need, those with cer-
tified training in geriatrics.

One provision of the Medicare Physi-
cian Workforce Improvement Act of
1997 will allow the Secretary of Health
and Human Services to double the pay-
ment made to teaching hospitals for
geriatric fellows capping the double
payment to be provided to a maximum
of 400 fellows per year. This is intended
to serve as an incentive to teaching
hospitals to promote and recruit for
geriatric fellows.

Another provision directs the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services
to increase the number of certified
geriatricians appropriately trained to
provide the highest quality care to
Medicare beneficiaries in the best and
most sensible settings by establishing
up to five geriatric medicine training
consortia demonstration projects na-
tionwide. In short, allow Medicare to
pay for the training of doctors who
serve geriatric patients in the settings
where this care is so often delivered.
Not only in hospitals, but also ambula-
tory care facilities, skilled nursing fa-
cilities, clinics, and day treatment cen-
ters.
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The second bill I am offering today,
The Geriatricians Loan Forgiveness
Act of 1997 has but one simple provi-
sion. That is to forgive $20,000 of edu-
cation debt incurred by medical stu-
dents for each year of advanced train-
ing required to obtain a certificate of
added qualifications in geriatric medi-
cine or psychiatry. My bill would count
their fellowship time as obligated serv-
ice under the National Health Corps
Loan Repayment Program.

Mr. President, the graduating med-
ical school class of physicians in 1996
reported they had incurred debts of
$75,000 on average. My bill will offer an
incentive to physicians to pursue ad-
vanced training in geriatrics by for-
giving a small portion of their debt.

Last year Medicare paid out more
than $6.5 billion to teaching hospitals
and academic medical centers toward
the costs of clinical training and expe-
rience needed by physicians after they
graduate from medical school. It is
ironic, only a tiny fraction of those
Medicare dollars are directed to the
training of physicians who focus main-
ly on the needs of the elderly. Of over
100,000 residency and fellowship posi-
tions that Medicare supports nation-
wide, only about 250 are in geriatric
medicine and psychiatry programs. Ex-
isting slots in geriatric training pro-
grams oftentimes go unfilled. With 518
slots available in geriatric medicine
and psychiatry in 1996, only 261, barely
one-half of them were filled.

By allowing doctors who pursue cer-
tification in geriatric medicine to be-
come eligible for loan forgiveness, and
by offering an incentive to teaching in-
stitutions to promote the availability
of fellowships, and recruit geriatric fel-
lows, my bills will provide a measure of
incentive for top-notch physicians to
pursue fellowship training in this vital
area.

We must do more to ensure quality
medicine today for our seniors and it is
certainly in our best interest to pre-
pare for the future when the number of
seniors will double. Geriatric medicine
requires special and focused training.
Too often, problems in older persons
are misdiagnosed, overlooked, or dis-
missed as the normal result of aging
because doctors are not trained to rec-
ognize how diseases and impairments
might appear differently in the elderly
than in younger patients. One need
only look at undiagnosed clinical de-
pression in seniors or the consequences
of adverse reaction to medicines to see
how vital this specialized training real-
ly is. This lack of knowledge comes
with a cost, in lives lost, and in unnec-
essary hospitalizations and treatments.

We need trained geriatricians to
train new medical students. Of the 108
medical schools reporting for the 1994
to 1995 academic year, only 11 had a
separate required course in geriatrics,
53 offered geriatrics as an elective, 96
included geriatrics as part of another
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required course and one reported not
offering geriatrics coursework at all.
Mr. President, this is simply not good
enough.

In a country where by 2030, 1 in 5 citi-
zens will be over the age of 65, there
are only two departments of geriatrics
at academic medical centers across the
entire country. Yet, every academic
medical center has a Department of Pe-
diatrics. This just does not seem to
make sense to me. While certainly no
one would argue the need for emphasis
on pediatrics, there is no less of a need
for emphasis on geriatrics as well. In
England, it is my understanding that
every academic medical center has a
department of geriatrics. Do our
friends in England know something we
do not?

Mr. President, we have here a perfect
case where an ounce of prevention will
be worth a pound of cure. While not
every patient over 65 will need a geria-
trician, in fact most will not, we need
academicians and researchers to train
the medical community about the field
of geriatrics and we need primary care
physicians to have access to trained
geriatricians when a patient's case
warrants it. As our oldest old popu-
lation increases, the population grow-
ing the fastest and most appropriate
for geriatric intervention, we must en-
sure that access to geriatricians be-
comes a reality.

I believe the Medicare Physician
Workforce Act of 1997 and the Geriatri-
cians Loan Forgiveness Act of 1997 are
steps in the right direction. While they
will not solve the total problem, they
do make a critical first step.

Mr. President, I am grateful to the
American Geriatrics Society for their
assistance in working with my staff on
this bill and I especially want to thank
my cosponsors, Senators GRASSLEY and
GLENN, for their support and leadership
on this issue.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that additional material be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE AMERICAN GERIATRICS SOCIETY,
New York, NY, May 20, 1997.
Hon. HARRY REID,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR REID: On behalf of the
American Geriatrics Society (AGS), I am
writing to offer our strongest support to the
“Medicare Physician Workforce Improve-
ment Act of 1997" and the “Geriatricians
Loan Forgiveness Act of 1997."

With more than 6500 physician and other
health care professional members, the AGS
is dedicated to improving the health and well
being of all older adults. While we provide
primary care and supportive services to all
patients, the focus of geriatric practice is on
the frailest and most vulnerable elderly. The
average age of a geriatrician’s caseload ex-
ceeds 80, and our patients often have mul-
tiple chronic illnesses. Given the complexity
of medical and social needs among our coun-
try’s oldest citizens, we are strongly com-
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mitted  to a multi-disciplinary approach to
providing compassionate and effective care
to our patients.

As you know, America faces a critical
shortage of physicians with special training
in geriatrics. Even as the 76 million persons
of the baby boom generation reach retire-
ment age over the next 15 to 20 years, the
number of certified geriatricians is declin-
ing. By providing modest incentives—which
will encourage teaching hospitals to increase
the number of training fellowships in geri-
atric medicine and psychiatry, provide loan
assistance to physicians who pursue such
training, and support development of innova-
tive and flexible models for training in geri-
atrics—your bills represent very positive
steps toward reversing that trend.

The American Geriatrics Society has been
pleased to work closely with your office to
develop initiatives to preserve and improve
the availability of highest quality medical
care for our oldest and most vulnerable citi-
zens., We believe that the ‘“‘Medicare Physi-
clan Workforce Improvement Act' and the
“Geriatricians Loan Forgiveness Act' rep-
resent a cost-effective approach to training
the physicians our nation increasingly will
need. We commend you for your leadership
on an issue of such vital importance to the
Medicare program and our elderly citizens.

Sincerely,
DENNIS JAHNIGEN, MD,
President.
ALLIANCE FOR AGING RESEARCH,
Washington, DC, May 16, 1997.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR REID: As the Executive Di-
rector for the Alliance for Aging Research,
an independent, not-for-profit organization
working to improve the health and independ-
ence of older Americans, 1 am writing in sup-
port of the “Medicare Physician Workforce
Improvement Act” and the “‘Geriatricians
Loan Forgiveness Act.”

As you know, on May 14, 1996 the Alliance
released a report, “Will You Still Treat Me
When I'm 65?", addressing the national
shortage of geriatricians. Currently, there
are only 6,784 primary-care physicians cer-
tified in geriatrics, the area of medicine that
addresses the complex needs of older pa-
tients. That is less than one percent of the
total of 684,414 doctors in the U.S. We cur-
rently need 20,000 geriatricians and a total of
36,858 by the year 2030 to care for the graying
baby boomers. These two pleces of legisla-
tion take the important first steps in solving
this problem.

In addition to increasing the number of
physicians trained in geriatrics, we need to
develop a strong cadre of academics and re-
searchers within our medical schools to help
mainstream geriatrics into both general
practice and specialties. Increasing the num-
ber of fellowship positions in geriatric medi-
cine will improve the situation.

We must have this kind of support and
commitment from the federal government,
along with private philanthropy and business
if we are to sufficiently care for our aging
population. The Alliance for Aging Research
is encouraged by your leadership and support
in this area and we look forward to working
with you to bring these issues before Con-
gress.

Best regards,
DANIEL PERRY,
Erecutive Director.

e Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be an original cosponsor of



9398

two very important bills being offered
by my colleague on the Senate Special
Committee on Aging, Senator HARRY
REID. The legislation we are intro-
ducing today will encourage more of
our nation’s physicians to specialize in
geriatric medicine. As our population
continues to age and with the impend-
ing retirement of the baby boomers,
the need for trained geriatricians will
be great. In my home State of Iowa, 15
percent of the population is over 65
with the third largest percentage of el-
derly in the Nation.

The incentives for residents to
choose geriatrics as a specialty are
limited. The financial rewards are
fewer than most other specialties. In
addition, patients require more time
and attention because they typically
have a multitude of health problems.
With the cost of education so high,
many residents face enormous debt
when they complete medical school. In-
stitutions have trouble attracting stu-
dents to specialize in geriatric medi-
cine due to the lack of financial incen-
tives.

The Geriatricians Loan Forgiveness
Act of 1997 will provide help to resi-
dents. This bill gives the Secretary of
the Department of Health and Human
Services [DHHS] the authority to for-
give up to $20,000 of loans under the Na-
tional Health Service Corps Loan Re-
payment Program on behalf of a resi-
dent who completes the required 1 year
fellowship to become a geriatrician.
The maximum amount of residents eli-
gible is 400.

The other bill I am cosponsoring
today is the Medicare Physician Work-
force Improvement Act of 1997. We
spent nearly $7 billion last year on
graduate medical education under the
Medicare Program. Yet, only 200 of the
over 100,000 residency and fellowship
positions funded by Medicare are in
geriatric medicine. This does not make
sense. Medicare is a program for sen-
iors. Therefore, we should be sup-
porting physicians who specialize in
geriatrics.

The Medicare Physician Workforce
Improvement Act has two provisions to
encourage academic medical centers to
train physicians in geriatrics under the
Medicare graduate medical education
[GME] program. The first provision
provides for an adjustment in a hos-
pital’s count of primary care residents
to allow each resident enrolled in an
approved medical residency or fellow-
ship program in geriatric medicine to
be counted as two full-time equivalent
primary care residents for the l-year
period necessary to be certified in geri-
atric medicine. A limit is placed on the
number of residents enrolled each year
to control the cost. No more than 400
fellows nationwide can be eligible in
any given year. This provision will en-
courage institutions to train more
geriatricians using Medicare funds.

The second provision is budget neu-
tral. It directs the Secretary of DHHS

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

to establish five geriatric medicine
training consortium demonstration
projects nationwide. The demonstra-
tion will allow current Medicare GME
funds to be distributed to a consortium
consisting of a teaching hospital, one
or more skilled nursing facilities, and
one or more ambulatory care or com-
munity-based facilities to train resi-
dents in geriatrics. This provision
could be beneficial to rural areas and
other areas not served by an academic
medical center.

I applaud Senator REID for his efforts
to provide our Nation's elderly with
qualified trained geriatricians. I ask
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to join Senator REID and me in support
of these legislative initiatives.e

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr.
CralG, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. ENZI,
Mr. CocHRAN, Mr. HELMS, and
Mr. KEMPTHORNE):

S. 781. A bill to establish a uniform
and more efficient Federal process for
protecting property owners' rights
guaranteed by the fifth amendment; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

THE OMNIBUS PROFPERTY RIGHTS ACT

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to once again introduce
the Omnibus Property Rights Act.
Many Members of the Senate have as a
paramount concern the protection of
individual rights protected by our Con-
stitution.

One particular right—the right to
own and use private property free from
arbitrary governmental action—is in-
creasingly under attack from the regu-
latory state. Indeed, despite the con-
stitutional requirement for the protec-
tion of property rights, the America of
the late 20th century has witnessed an
explosion of Federal regulation that
has jeopardized the private ownership
of property with the consequent loss of
individual liberty.

Under current Federal regulations,
thousands of Americans have been de-
nied the right to the quiet use and en-
joyment of their private property. Ar-
bitrary bureaucratic enforcement of
Federal and State regulatory programs
has prevented Americans from building
homes and commercial buildings, plow-
ing fields, repairing barns and fences,
clearing brush and fire hazards, felling
trees, and even removing refuse and
pollutants, all on private property.

Fairness and simple justice demand
that Americans owning property be en-
titled to the full use of their property.
Ensuring compensation for regulatory
takings is the first step toward restor-
ing the fundamental right to own and
use private property guaranteed by the
takings clause of the fifth amendment
to our Constitution. That is why I am
once again introducing legislation—the
Omnibus Property Rights Act—to pro-
tect private property owners from
overzealous regulators. This bill, simi-
lar in substance and procedure to the
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bills I introduced last Congress, rep-
resents the most comprehensive legis-
lative mechanism to date to foster and
protect the private ownership of prop-
erty.

The omnibus bill contains three dif-
ferent approaches contained in dif-
ferent titles.

The first substantive title of the bill
encompasses property rights litigation
reform. This title establishes a distinct
Federal fifth amendment ‘‘takings’
claim against Federal agencies by ag-
grieved property owners, thus clari-
fying the sometimes incoherent and
contradictory constitutional property
rights case law. Property protected
under this section includes real prop-
erty, including fixtures on land, such
as crops and timber, mining interests,
and water rights. This title is triggered
when a taking, as defined by the Su-
preme Court, occurs. Moreover, it al-
lows for compensation when the prop-
erty, or ‘“‘affected portion’ of property,
is reduced in value by 33 percent or
more.

It has been alleged that this bill
would impede government’s ability to
protect public health, safety, and the
environment. This is not true. This
first title contains a ‘‘nuisance excep-
tion’ to compensation. It codifies that
part of the 1992 Supreme Court decision
in Lucas versus South Carolina Coastal
Council, which held that restrictions
on property use based on ‘‘background
principles of the state’s law of property
and nuisance” need not be com-
pensated. Thus, by adopting the Su-
preme Court’s recent Lucas holding,
the Omnibus Property Rights Act pro-
vides that only innocent property hold-
ers are to be compensated for govern-
ment takings. Those that demon-
strably misuse their property to pol-
lute or to harm public health and safe-
ty are not entitled to compensation
under the bill’s nuisance provision.

Finally, this title also resolves the
jurisdictional dispute between the Fed-
eral district courts and the Court of
Federal Claims over fifth amendment
“takings’ cases—sometimes called the
Tucker Act shuffle—by granting each
court concurrent jurisdiction.

A second title in essence codifies
President Reagan’'s Executive Order
12630. Under this title, a Federal agen-
cy must conduct a private property
taking impact analysis before issuing
or promulgating any policy, regula-
tion, or related agency action which is
likely to result in a taking of private
property.

A third title provides for alternative
dispute resolution in arbitration pro-
ceedings.

The three titles of the Omnibus Prop-
erty Rights Act together function to
provide the property owner with mech-
anisms to vindicate the fundamental
constitutional right of private owner-
ship of property, while instituting pow-
erful internal incentives for Federal
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agencies both to protect private prop-
erty and include such protection in
agency planning and regulating.

It is very significant that the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office,
after a year of research, concluded in a
study dated March 8, 1996, that the in-
centives built into the wvery similar
bills I introduced last Congress would
have encouraged agencies to act more
responsibly, that the administrative
cost of the bill would be gquite small,
and that compensation costs would be
even smaller.

Despite some critics’ charges that
these very similar bills would be too
costly, CBO found that the costs of
both the omnibus bills will diminish to
an insignificant level over time. This is
predicated on the CBO finding that
each of the omnibus bills contain pow-
erful incentives, which over time will
reduce costs. These include: First, the
bills’ bright line legal standards, which
better enable agencies to avoid takings
disputes; second, the takings impact
assessment requirement, which re-
quires agencies to analyze the affect of
proposed regulations on property
rights; and third, the requirement that
compensation be paid from the agen-
cy’s budget, which inevitably will act
as a deterrent to unconstitutional and
unlawful takings. Based on extensive
research, CBO estimated that each om-
nibus bill should cost no more than $30
or $40 million a year for the first 5
vears of implementation, thereafter di-
minishing to insignificant amounts.
The new bill will cost even less.

IMPORTANCE OF PRIVATE PROPERTY

The private ownership of property is
essential to a free society and is an in-
tegral part of our Judeo-Christian cul-
ture and the Western tradition of lib-
erty and limited government. Private
ownership of property and the sanctity
of property rights reflects the distinc-
tion in our culture between a pre-
existing civil society and the state that
is consequently established to promote
order. Private property creates the so-
cial and economic organizations that
counterbalance the power of the state
by providing an alternative source of
power and prestige to the state itself.
It is therefore a necessary condition of
liberty and prosperity.

While government is properly under-
stood to be instituted to protect lib-
erty within an orderly society and such
liberty is commonly understood to in-
clude the right of free speech, assem-
bly, religious exercise and other rights
such as those enumerated in the Bill of
Rights, it is all too often forgotten
that the right of private ownership of
property is also a critical component of
liberty. To the 17th century English
political philosopher, John Locke, who
greatly influenced the Founders of our
Republic, the very role of government
is to protect property: ‘‘The great and
chief end therefore, on Men uniting
into Commonwealths, and putting
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themselves under Government, is the
preservation of their property.”

The Framers of our Constitution
likewise viewed the function of govern-
ment as one of fostering individual lib-
erties through the protection of prop-
erty interests. James Madison, termed
the *“Father of the Constitution,”
unhesitantly endorsed this Lockean
viewpoint when he wrote in The Fed-
eralist No. 54 that “[government] is in-
stituted no less for the protection of
property, than of the persons of indi-
viduals.” Indeed, to Madison, the pri-
vate possession of property was viewed
as a natural and individual right both
to be protected against government en-
croachment and to be protected by gov-
ernment against others.

To be sure, the private ownership of
property was not considered absolute.
Property owners could not exercise
their rights as a nuisance that harmed
their neighbors, and government could
use, what was termed in the 18th cen-
tury, its despotic power of eminent do-
main to seize property for public use.
Justice, it became to be believed, re-
quired compensation for the property
taken by government.

The earliest example of a compensa-
tion requirement is found in chapter 28
of the Magna Carta of 1215, which
reads, ‘‘No constable or other bailiff of
ours shall take corn or other provisions
from anyone without immediately ten-
dering money therefor, unless he can
have postponement thereof by permis-
sion of the seller.” But the record of
English and colonial compensation for
taken property was spotty at best. It
has been argued by some historians and
legal scholars that compensation for
takings of property became recognized
as customary practice during the
American colonial period.

Nevertheless, by the time of Amer-
ican independence, the compensation
requirement was considered a nec-
essary restraint on arbitrary govern-
mental seizures of property. The
Vermont Constitution of 1777, the Mas-
sachusetts Constitution of 1780, and the
Northwest Ordinance of 1787, recog-
nized that compensation must be paid
whenever property was taken for gen-
eral public use or for public exigencies.
And although accounts of the 1791 con-
gressional debate over the Bill of
Rights provide no evidence over why a
public use and just compensation re-
quirement for takings of private prop-
erty was eventually included in the
fifth amendment, James Madison, the
author of the fifth amendment, re-
flected the views of other supporters of
the new Constitution who feared the
example to the new Congress of uncom-
pensated seizures of property for build-
ing of roads and forgiveness of debts by
radical state legislatures. Con-
sequently, the phrase ‘“‘[n]or shall pri-
vate property be taken for public use,
without just compensation’” was in-
cluded within the fifth amendment to
the Constitution.
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CURRENT PROTECTION OF PROPERTY RIGHTS
FALL SHORT

Judicial protection of property rights
against the regulatory state has been
both inconsistent and ineffective.
Physical invasions and government sei-
zures of property have been fairly easy
for courts to analyze as a species of
eminent domain, but not so for the ef-
fect of regulations which either dimin-
ish the value of the property or appro-
priate a property interest.

This key problem to the regulatory
takings dilemma was recognized by
Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes in Penn-
sylvania Coal Co. v. Mahon, 260 U.S. 393
(1922). How do courts determine when
regulation amounts to a taking?
Holmes' answer, ‘‘if regulation goes too
far it will be recognized as a taking,”
260 U.S. at 415, is nothing more than an
ipse dixit. In the 73 years since Mahon,
the Court has eschewed any set for-
mula for determining how far is too
far, preferring to engage in ad hoc fac-
tual inquiries, such as the three-part
test made famous by Penn Central
Transportation Co. v. City of New York,
438 U.S. 104 (1978), which balances the
economic impact of the regulation on
property and the character of the regu-
lation against specific restrictions on
investment-backed expectations of the
property owner.

Despite the valiant attempt by the
Rehnquist Court to clarify regulatory
takings analysis in Nollan v. California
Coastal Comm'n, 483 U.S. 825 (1987),
Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council,
112 S.Ct. 2886 (1992), and in its recent
decision of Dolan v. Cily of Tigard, No.
93-518 (June 24, 1994), takings analysis
is basically incoherent and confusing
and applied by lower courts hap-
hazardly. The incremental, fact-spe-
cific approach that courts now must
employ in the absence of adequate stat-
utory language to vindicate property
rights under the fifth amendment thus
has been ineffective and costly.

There is, accordingly, a need for Con-
gress to clarify the law by providing
bright line standards and an effective
remedy. As Chief Judge Loren A.
Smith of the Court of Federal Claims,
the court responsible for administering
takings claims against the United
States, opined in Bowles v. United
States, 31 Fed. Cl. 37 (1994), ‘‘[jludicial
decisions are far less sensitive to soci-
etal problems than the law and policy
made by the political branches of our
great constitutional system. At best
courts sketch the outlines of individual
rights, they cannot hope to fill in the
portrait of wise and just social and eco-
nomic policy.”

This incoherence and confusion over
the substance of takings claims is
matched by the muddle over jurisdic-
tion of property rights claims. The
Tucker Act, which waives the sov-
ereign immunity of the United States
by granting the Court of Federal
Claims jurisdiction to entertain mone-
tary claims against the United States,
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actually complicates the ability of a
property owner to vindicate the right
to just compensation for a Government
action that has caused a taking. The
law currently forces a property owner
to elect between equitable relief in the
Federal district court and monetary re-
lief in the Court of Federal Claims.
Further difficulty arises when the law
is used by the Government to urge dis-
missal in the district court on the
ground that the plaintiff should seek
just compensation in the Court of Fed-
eral Claims, and is used to urge dis-
missal in the Court of Federal Claims
on the ground that plaintiff should
first seek equitable relief in the dis-
trict court.

This Tucker Act shuffle is aggra-
vated by section 1500 of the Tucker
Act, which denies the Court of Federal
Claims jurisdiction to entertain a suit
which is pending in another court and
brought by the same plaintiff. Section
1500 is so poorly drafted and has
brought so many hardships, that Jus-
tice Stevens, in Keene Corporation v.
United States, 113 S.Ct. 2035, 2048 (1993),
has called for its repeal or amendment.

Title II of the Omnibus Property
Rights Act addresses these problems.
In terms of clarifying the substance of
takings claims, it first clearly defines
property interests that are subject to
the act’'s takings analysis. In this way
a floor definition of property is estab-
lished by which the Federal Govern-
ment may not eviscerate. This title
also establishes the elements of a
takings claim by codifying and clari-
fying the holdings of the Nollan, Lucas,
and Dolan cases.

For instance, Dolan's rough propor-
tionality test is interpreted to apply to
all exaction situations whereby an
owner's otherwise lawful right to use
property is exacted as a condition for
granting a Federal permit. And a dis-
tinction is drawn between a non-
compensable mere diminution of value
of property as a result of Federal regu-
lation and a compensable partial tak-
ing, which is defined as any agency ac-
tion that diminishes the fair market
value of the affected property by 33
percent or more. The result of drawing
these bright lines will not be the end
fact-specific litigation, which is en-
demic to all law suits, but it will ame-
liorate the ever increasing ad hoc and
arbitrary nature of takings claims.

Finally, I once again want to respond
to any suggestion that may arise that
this act will impede Government’s abil-
ity to protect the environment or pro-
mote health and safety through regula-
tion. This legislation does not, con-
trary to the assertions of some, emas-
culate the Government’'s ability to pre-
vent individuals or businesses from pol-
luting. It is well established that the
Constitution only protects a right to
reasonable use of property. All prop-
erty owners are subject to prior re-
straints on the use of their property,
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such as nuisance laws which prevents
owners from using their property in a
manner that interferes with others.

The Government has always been
able to prevent harmful or noxious uses
of property without being obligated to
compensate the property owner, as
long as the limitations on the use of
property inhere in the title itself. In
other words, the restrictions must be
based on background principles of
State property and nuisance law al-
ready extant. The Omnibus Property
Rights Act codifies this principle in a
nuisance exception to the requirement
of the Government to pay compensa-
tion.

Nor does the Omnibus Property
Rights Act hinder the Government's
ability to protect public health and
safety. The act simply does not ob-
struct the Government from acting to
prevent imminent harm to the public
safety or health or diminish what
would be considered a public nuisance.
Again, this is made clear in the provi-
sion of the act that exempts nuisance
from compensation. What the act does
is force the Federal Government to pay
compensation to those who are singled
out to pay for regulation that benefits
the entire public.

In other words, it does not prevent
regulation, but fulfills the promise of
the fifth amendment, which the Su-
preme Court in Armstrong v. Uniled
States, 364 U.S. 40, 49 (1960), opined is
“to bar Government from forcing some
people alone to bear public burdens,
which in all fairness and justice, should
be borne by the public as a whole.”

I hope that all Senators will join me
in supporting this long overdue legisla-
tion.

By Mr. LUGAR:

S. 782. A bill to amend the Depart-

ment of Agriculture Reorganization
Act of 1994 to remove the provision
that prevents the recovery of an
amount disbursed as a result of an er-
roneous decision made by a State,
county, or area committee; to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.
THE USDA'S FINALITY RULE REPEAL ACT OF 1997
e Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation to repeal an outdated
agricultural law that has cost tax-
payers millions of dollars over the last
several years.

Historically, as part of its statutory
mandate to support farmers' income,
the Department of Agriculture made
payments to farmers for the planting
of certain crops and in cases of natural
disaster. In the process of carrying out
this mission, USDA sometimes mistak-
enly overpaid farmers.

A provision of the 1990 farm bill,
known as the finality rule or the 90-day
rule, allowed farmers to keep these
overpayments if they were not discov-
ered within 90 days of the payment or
application for farm program benefits.
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Repayment is required in cases of fraud
or misrepresentation involving the
farmer.

Whatever its merits in 1990, changes
in farm policy and new evidence indi-
cate that the finality rule should be re-
pealed. At the time of the 1990 farm
bill, to be eligible for farm program
payments, it was necessary for the
county or State USDA office to deter-
mine that farmers were actively en-
gaged in farming and that their oper-
ations were structured properly. Farm-
ers often relied on these determina-
tions before deciding which crops to
plant, the size of the plantings, and
how to structure their farming oper-
ation for the crop year.

However, the landmark reforms in
the 1996 farm bill eliminated these jus-
tifications for the finality rule. Under
the 1996 farm bill, farm payments are
no longer linked to the planting deci-
sions of farmers and the structure of
the farming operation is unlikely to
change. Today, payments are made
based on a formula which does not vary
from one year to the next.

The finality rule does not only apply
to farm program payments. It applies
to most types of payments received by
farmers including disaster relief assist-
ance. But these disaster payments have
been dramatically scaled back in re-
cent years. In 1994, Congress passed the
Federal Crop Insurance Reform and De-
partment of Agriculture Reorganiza-
tion Act which largely eliminated dis-
aster assistance payments for most
major crops. Instead of disaster aid,
farmers were encouraged to buy crop
insurance.

A recent report from the General Ac-
counting Office provides further evi-
dence that the finality rule should be
repealed. According to GAO, from No-
vember 1990 through September 1996,
USDA applied the finality rule to 10,694
cases in which the overpayments were
not discovered within the 90-day time-
frame. The rule allowed farmers to
keep $4.2 million in overpayments.
Nearly 90 percent of the overpayments
involved crop disaster initiatives or
old-style farm programs which no
longer exist.

GAO also looked closely at finality
rule payments in fiscal years 1995 and
1996. Even though the justification for
the finality rule was to prevent farm-
ers from having to repay large amounts
of money years after the money was
paid, GAO found that most of the over-
payments involved small sums and
were discovered within 9 months or
less. According to GAO, in the years
studied, 86 percent of the finality rule
cases involved $500 or less. In addition,
59 percent had overpayments amount-
ing to 10 percent or less of the correct
payment amounts, and two-thirds were
discovered within 9 months of the date
of payment or the filing of a program
application. It should be noted that
while most of the overpayments were
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small, a few large overpayments ac-
counted for the bulk of the dollar value
of the overpayments. An examination
of the GAO data indicate that the fi-
nality rule, in its application, has not
served its original stated purpose.

Mr. President, the U.S. Department
of Agriculture agrees that the finality
rule should be repealed. In those lim-
ited number of cases in which repay-
ment. would work a hardship on the
farmer, the very cases that finality
rule was supposed to assist, USDA has
indicated that it would use existing
procedures already in place for debt
collection in hardship cases.

In summary, Mr. President, the final-
ity rule was largely designed for pro-
grams which have been dramatically
altered, it generally does not serve the
hardship cases for which it was de-
signed, and it can be replaced by other
existing procedures designed for hard-
ship cases. The Department of Agri-
culture and the General Accounting Of-
fice support its repeal. It is time to re-
move this outdated law from the
books. I urge my colleagues to support
this bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 782

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. RECOVERY OF AMOUNTS BASED ON
ERRONEOUS DECISIONS OF STATE,
COUNTY, AND AREA COMMITTEES.
Section 281 of the Department of Agri-
culture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C.
7001) is amended—
(1) by striking subsection (a); and
{2) by redesignating subsections (b) and (¢)
as subsections (a) and (b), respectively.e

By Mr. D’AMATO (by request):

S. 784. A bill to reform the United
States Housing Act of 1937, deregulate
the public housing program and the
program for rental housing assistance
for low-income families, and increase
community control over such pro-
grams, and for other purposes.

THE PUBLIC HOUSING MANAGEMENT REFORM ACT

OF 1997

e Mr. D'’AMATO. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs, I intro-
duce the Public Housing Management
Reform Act of 1997 at the request of the
Secretary of the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, the Hon-
orable Andrew M. Cuomo.e

By Mr. SMITH of Oregon:

S. 785. A bill to convey certain land
to the city of Grants Pass, OR; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

THE GRANTS PASS LAND TRANSFER ACT OF 1997
e Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I am today introducing legislation to
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transfer 320 acres of Oregon and Cali-
fornia grant lands currently under the
jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land
Management [BLM] to the city of
Grants Pass, OR. I am pleased to intro-
duce this legislation because it exem-
plifies how I believe our government
should work. I believe government
works best when the local community
has an opportunity to participate in
making decisions important to them.

Since 1968, the city of Grants Pass
has leased 200 acres of BLM land to op-
erate the Merlin Municipal Solid Waste
Facility under permit by the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality
[DEQ]. The current lease ends April 14
in the year 2000 and, pursuant to BLM's
national policy, the lease will not be
renewed. The city of Grants Pass has
made an incredible commitment of
time, manpower, and financial re-
sources over several years to address
and minimize the environmental con-
cerns of the Merlin landfill. The long-
term management and resolution of
these environmental issues can best be
handled by the city of Grants Pass
through ownership of the property.

The 120 acres not part of the Merlin
landfill are described by BLM as “‘scab
lands’ and are not subject to timber
harvest. In addition, if the additional
120 acres are retained they would be
landlocked or without access. For
these reasons, the BLM recommends
that these 120 acres be included in the
land transfer. The 120 acres and any of
the 200 acres not used for solid waste
management will be retained exclu-
sively for public use.

The reason for this legislation is sim-
ple: Existing Federal law providing for
the transfer of Federal land either does
not cover Oregon and California grant
lands, presents administrative proce-
dural requirements, or does not provide
the United States with the necessary
environmental liability safeguards.

The Grants Pass land transfer legis-
lation is supported at all levels of gov-
ernment—local, State, and Federal.
This legislation is a companion bill to
that of my good friend and colleague
from the House, Congressman BoOB
SMITH, and is being heard today before
the House Subcommittee on National
Parks and Public Lands. I encourage
my colleagues to join me in support of
this legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the provisions of the bill be
inserted in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 785

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CONVEYANCE OF BLM LAND TO
GRANTS PASS, OREGON.

(A) CONVEYANCE REQUIRED.—Effective on
the date the City of Grants Pass, Oregon
tenders to the Secretary of the Interior an
indemnification agreement and without
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monetary compensation, all right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to the
real property described in subsection (b) is
conveyed, by operation of law, to the City of
Grants Pass, Oregon (in this section referred
to as the “City"").

(b) PROPERTY DESCRIBED.—

The real property referred to in subsection
(a) is that parcel of land depicted on the map
entitled ' " and dated , 1997, con-
sisting of—

(1) approximately 200 acres of Bureau of
Land Management land on which the City
has operated a landfill under lease; and

(1) approximately 200 acres of Bureau of
Land Management land that area adjacent to
the land described in subparagraph (1).

(c) CONSIDERATION.—As consideration for
the conveyance under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall require the City to agree to
indemnify the Government of the United
States for all liability of the Government
that arises from the property.e

By Mrs. MURRAY:

S. 788. A bill to suspend temporarily
the duty on certain materials used in
the manufacture of skis and
snowboards; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

DUTY SUSPENSION LEGISLATION

® Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I in-
troduce legislation of importance to
the economy and quality of life in my
home State of Washington. The meas-
ure I am introducing will help main-
tain the competitiveness of an industry
that makes vital contributions to our
State and this Nation.

One of my top priorities here in the
U.S. Senate is to support policies that
promote economic growth for people in
Washington State and across the coun-
try. To me, this means preserving cur-
rent jobs and creating new jobs in all
sectors of our economy.

The K2 Corp., located on Vashon Is-
land in Washington State, makes an
important contribution toward achiev-
ing this goal. As the last remaining
major U.S. manufacturer of skis and
just one of three major snowboard
makers in this country, K2 employs
more than 700 people at its Vashon Is-
land facility. The products made by K2
represent a substantial percentage of
the American skis and snowboards sold
around the world. Maintaining the
competitiveness of K2 helps ensure the
United States remains a player in the
global ski market.

To the extent possible, K2 purchases
materials used in the manufacture of
skis and snowboards from companies
based in Washington State and other
regions of our country. However, K2 is
unable to find a domestic source that
meets its requirements for two key raw
materials—steel edges and poly-
ethylene base material. As a result, K2
must purchase these two commodities
abroad and pay customs duties on the
imported products. This forces K2 to
spend more for these materials, thus
diverting resources that could be used
to expand business and develop new
technologies.

My legislation seeks to make these
resources available to K2 suspending
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U.S. customs duty on imports of these
two raw materials—steel edges and pol-
yvethylene base material. It helps en-
sure K2 and America continue to have
a role in the international ski indus-
try. Together, these materials com-
prise a very small portion of all the
materials used to produce skis. How-
ever, without the ability to acquire
them at a reasonable cost, K2's ability
to compete on an international scale
would be adversely affected.

K2 strives to continue as a key play-
er in the increasingly competitive
international ski and snowboard mar-
ket. This duty suspension legislation
will help enable K2 to compete and to
continue supporting our Nation’s econ-
omy. I urge my colleagues to support
this legislation, which strengthens the
U.S. ski and snowboard industry and
supports American jobs.e

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself,
Mr. BREAUX, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr.
WYDEN, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
KoHL and Mr. CHAFEE):

S. 789. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to provide
Medicare beneficiaries with additional
information regarding Medicare man-
aged care plans and Medicare select
policies; to the Committee on Finance.

MEDICARE BENEFICIARY INFORMATION ACT OF

1997

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today with my colleague, Senator
BREAUX, to introduce the Medicare
Beneficiary Information Act of 1997.
Medicare is a Federal program paid for
with taxpayer dollars. Therefore, Con-
gress has the duty and obligation to
ensure beneficiaries have access to nec-
essary information to select an appro-
priate health plan for their individual
health care needs.

This legislation is based upon many
of the recommendations made to mem-
bers of the Senate Special Committee
on Aging at a hearing we held on April
10, 1997. This bill will improve competi-
tion among Medicare health plans and
provide Medicare beneficiaries with the
useful information they need to make
an informed choice when selecting a
health plan. Good, reliable information
that allows consumers to select among
competing options is essential for any
market to work. The health care mar-
ket is no exception. Under Medicare,
accurate, widely-available comparative
information does not exist. The Medi-
care Beneficiary Information Act of
1997 addresses this problem by includ-
ing the following provisions:

While beneficiaries now have to call
all the health plans in their area, wait
for the marketing materials to come,
and then try and compare all the dif-
ferent brochures with no standard ter-
minology required, this bill instructs
the Secretary to develop comparison
charts for each Medicare HMO market
and for Medicare Select plans. The Sec-
retary has discretion to utilize existing
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mechanisms in place, such as regional
Health Care Financing Administration
[HCFA] offices and Insurance Coun-
seling Assistance [ICA’s] programs, to
develop and distribute these charts.

Comparison charts would be distrib-
uted by Medicare health plans in their
marketing materials and at the time of
enrollment and annually thereafter. In
addition, the charts would be available
upon request through HCFA. The
charts would help beneficiaries under-
stand the difference between the HMO's
in their market. The charts would also
contain a description of standard fee-
for-service Medicare, so beneficiaries
have a reference point.

The charts will tell beneficiaries
about, for example, the health plans’
additional benefits; additional pre-
miums; out-of-pocket expenses;
disenrollment rates, as recommended
by the General Accounting Office at
the Aging Committee hearing; appeal
rates, reversed and denied; coverage for
out-of-area services.

The bill also requires plans to inform
beneficiaries about their rights and re-
sponsibilities using understandable,
standard terminology regarding bene-
fits; appeals and grievance procedures;
restrictions on payments for services
not provided by the plan; out-of-area
coverage; coverage of emergency serv-
ices and urgently needed care; coverage
of out-of-network services; and any
other rights the Secretary determines
to be helpful to beneficiaries.

These provisions are also included in
the bill I introduced on May 6, entitled
the ““Medicare Patient Choice and Ac-
cess Act of 1997, or 8. T01. Senator
BREAUX and I believe that providing
Medicare beneficiaries with proper in-
formation to select the health plan
that best meets their individual health
care needs is so important, we decided
to introduce this free-standing bill. In-
creasing choices within the Medicare
program has strong bipartisan support,
but this approach is meaningless if
beneficiaries cannot make an informed
choice. Our bill can be enacted and im-
plemented quickly. HCFA is already
collecting this data and plans to start
distributing comparative information
this summer through the Internet.
However, Internet access is not
enough. We need to provide this infor-
mation in written form and through
Medicare counseling programs as well.
Medicare beneficiaries, as research has
shown, prefer reviewing written mate-
rials and having someone with which
to talk. Our bill would enable bene-
ficiaries to obtain a user-friendly chart
utilizing existing Medicare counseling
programs, local Medicare offices and
through health plans participating in
the Medicare program.

We ask our colleagues on both side of
the aisle to join us in cosponsoring this
important legislation. I ask unanimous
consent that a copy of the bill be sub-
mitted for the RECORD. I also ask unan-
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imous consent that a news column by
Senator BREAUX be included in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
the RECORD, as follows:

S. 789

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Medicare
Beneficiary Information Act of 1997,

SEC. 2. MEDICARE BENEFICIARY INFORMATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1876(c)(3)(E) of
the Social Security Act (42 TU.S.C.
1395mm(c)(3(E)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘“(E)i) Each eligible organization shall
provide in any marketing materials distrib-
uted to individuals eligible to enroll under
this section and to each enrollee at the time
of enrollment and not less frequently than
annually thereafter, an explanation of the
individual’s rights and responsibilities under
this section and a copy of the most recent
comparative report (as established by the
Secretary under clause (ii)) for that organi-
zation.

*(ii)I) The Secretary shall develop an un-
derstandable standardized comparative re-
port on the plans offered by eligible organi-
zations, that will assist beneficiaries under
this title in their decisionmaking regarding
medical care and treatment by allowing the
beneficiaries to compare the organizations
that the beneficiaries are eligible to enroll
with. In developing such report the Sec-
retary shall consult with outside organiza-
tions, including groups representing the el-
derly, eligible organizations under this sec-
tion, providers of services, and physicians
and other health care professionals, in order
to assist the Secretary in developing the re-

port.

“(II) The report described in subclause (I)
shall include a comparison for each plan of—

“(aa) the premium for the plan;

“(bb) the benefits offered by the plan, in-
cluding any benefits that are additional to
the benefits offered under parts A and B;

“(ce) the amount of any deductibles, coin-
surance, or any monetary limits on benefits:

*(dd) the number of individuals who
disenrolled from the plan within 3 months of
enrollment and during the previous fiscal
year, stated as percentages of the total num-
ber of individuals in the plan;

“(ee) the procedures used by the plan to
control utilization of services and expendi-
tures, including any financial incentives;

“(ff) the number of applications during the
previous fiscal year requesting that the plan
cover certain medical services that were de-
nied by the plan (and the number of such de-
nials that were subsequently reversed by the
plan), stated as a percentage of the total
number of applications during such period
requesting that the plan cover such services;

“(gg) the number of times during the pre-
vious fiscal year (after an appeal was filed
with the Secretary) that the Secretary
upheld or reversed a denial of a request that
the plan cover certain medical services;

“(hh) the restrictions (if any) on payment
for services provided outside the plan's
health care provider network;

‘(ii) the process by which services may be
obtained through the plan’s health care pro-
vider network;

““(i}) coverage for out-of-area services;

“(kk) any exclusions in the types of health
care providers participating in the plan’s
health care provider network; and
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“(11) any additional information that the
Secretary determines would be helpful for
beneficiaries to compare the organizations
that the beneficliaries are eligible to enroll
with.

*(III) The comparative report shall also in-
clude—

“(aa) a comparison of each plan to the fee-
for-service program under parts A and B; and

“(bb) an explanation of medicare supple-
mental policies under section 1882 and how
to obtain specific information regarding
such policies.

“(IV) The Secretary shall, not less than
annually, update each comparative report.

*(iii) Each eligible organization shall dis-
close to the Secretary, as requested by the
Secretary, the information necessary to
complete the comparative report.

*(iv) In this subparagraph—

“(I) the term ‘health care provider' means
anyone licensed under State law to provide
health care services under part A or B;

“(II) the term ‘network’ means, with re-
spect to an eligible organization, the health
care providers who have entered into a con-
tract or agreement with the organization
under which such providers are obligated to
provide items, treatment, and services under
this section to individuals enrolled with the
organization under this section; and

‘(IIT) the term ‘out-of-network’ means
services provided by health care providers
who have not entered into a contract agree-
ment with the organization under which
such providers are obligated to provide
items, treatment, and services under this
section to individuals enrolled with the orga-
nization under this section.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to con-
tracts entered into or renewed under section
1876 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1395mm) after the expiration of the 1-year
period that begins on the date of enactment
of this Act.

SEC. 8. APPLICATION OF ADDITIONAL INFORMA-
TION TO MEDICARE SELECT POLI-
CIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1882(t) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 13956ss(t)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)}—

(A) by striking ‘“*and” at the end of sub-
paragraph (E); :

(B) by striking the period at the end of
subparagraph (F) and inserting a semicolon;
and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(G) notwithstanding any other provision
of this section to the contrary, the issuer of
the policy meets the requirements of section
1876(c)(3)(E)1i) with respect to individuals en-
rolled under the policy, in the same manner
such requirements apply with respect to an
eligible organization under such section with
respect to individuals enrolled with the orga-
nization under such section; and

“(H) the issuer of the policy discloses to
the Secretary, as requested by the Secretary,
the information necessary to complete the
report described in paragraph (4).”; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(4) The Secretary shall develop an under-
standable standardized comparative report
on the policies offered by entities pursuant
to this subsection. Such report shall contain
information similar to the information con-
tained in the report developed by the Sec-
retary pursuant to section 1876(a)(3)(E)(ii).”".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to poli-
cles issued or renewed on or after the expira-
tion of the 1-year period that begins on the
date of enactment of this Act.
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SEC. 4. NATIONAL INFORMATION
HOUSE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall establish and operate, out of
funds otherwise appropriated to the Sec-
retary, a clearinghouse and (if the Secretary
determines it to be appropriate) a 24-hour
toll-free telephone hotline, to provide for the
dissemination of the comparative reports
created pursuant to section 1876(c)(3)(E)(i1)
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1395mm(c)(3)(E)(ii)) (as amended by section 2
of this Act) and section 1882(t)(4) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 139568s(t)(4)) (as
added by section 3 of this Act). In order to
assist in the dissemination of the compara-
tive reports, the Secretary may also utilize
medicare offices open to the general public,
the beneficlary assistance program estab-
lished under section 4359 of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
1395b-3), and the health insurance informa-
tion counseling and assistance grants under
section 4359 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 1395b-4).

GIviNG OLDER CONSUMERS BETTER INFO ON

HEALTH CARE BENEFITS

(John Breaux, U.8. Senator for Louisiana)

The federal government needs to provide
older Americans with better information
about all their health care options. That was
the conclusion of a senate hearing I recently
cochaired as the new ranking Democrat on
the Senate Special Aging Committee. We
called in a number of health care experts to
talk about the quality of information pro-
vided to millions of Medicare beneficiaries,
including nearly 600,000 in Louisiana,

Many who testified said that right now
Medicare beneficiaries are not being given
all the information they need to adequately
compare the costs and benefits of their
health care coverage.

We learned that many beneficiaries simply
do not know how managed care is different
from standard fee-for-service Medicare. And
they are not getting simple explanations of
the differences among the Medicare Health
Maintenance Organizations (HMO's) in their
local areas. Because it is generally agreed
that HMO’s best serve their enrollees when
they compete on factors other than just
price, providing Medicare beneficiaries with
more and better information is essential.

Consumers ideally need simple, readable
comparison charts so they are able to readily
understand the differences between plans.
Currently, the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration (HCFA), which administers
Medicare, does not provide beneficiaries with
any comparative data. This means older peo-
ple who want to learn about managed care
options must call a toll-free number to see
what HMO's are in their area and then call
each company one-by-one and request their
health care information, The problem is that
each local plan with a Medicare contract
presents information using different formats
and language, so it's difficult or even impos-
sible to make cost and benefit comparisons.

And while the vast majority of Medicare
beneficiaries—87 percent nationally—remain
enrolled in traditional fee-for-service Medi-
care, this is changing rapidly. The number of
beneficiaries nationwide who enroll in
HMO's is growing by about 30 percent a year.
In Louisiana, the growth rate is more than 50
percent. The number of health plans with
Medicare contracts is also increasing rap-
idly. In 1993, there were 110 such plans. Last
year, the number more than doubled to 241.

In a recent report to the Congress, the
General Accounting Office (GAO) was crit-
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ical of the type of information older Ameri-
cans get on their health care options. The
Prospective Payment Assessment Commis-
sion also said in a recent report that ‘‘cost
and benefit definitions should be standard-
ized so that beneficiaries can better compare
plans.”

And the Institute of Medicine last year re-
ported that “‘current information available
to Medicare beneficiaries lags far behind the
kinds of assistance provided by progressive
private employers to their employees.”

One way to begin addressing these dis-
turbing structural problems is to provide
more and better information so that bene-
ficlaries can make informed choices. It is
really a fairly simple concept, but one that
government often loses sight of—people
make wiser and less costly decisions for
themselves and their families if they have
the right kind of information.

In fact, in its October 1996 report, GAO rec-
ommended that the federal government re-
quire plans to use standard formats and ter-
minology; produce benefit and cost compari-
son charts with all Medicare options avail-
able for all areas; and analyze, compare and
widely distribute certain statistics about
HMO’s, including their disenrollment rates
and rate of complaints.

Clearly, we must find a better way to in-
form Medicare consumers about their
choices because good information is the key
to making the right health care choices for
ourselves and our loved ones.

By Mr. DASCHLE:

S. 790. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow Indian
tribes to receive charitable contribu-
tions of inventory; to the Committee
on Finance.

CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OF INVENTORY TO
INDIAN TRIBES LEGISLATION

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce legislation to ex-
pand the current inventory charitable
donation rule to include Indian tribes.
This proposal is short and simple.

Under current law, companies may
obtain a special charitable donation
tax deduction under Internal Revenue
Code section 170(e)(3) for contributing
their excess inventory to the ill, the
needy, or infants. While not limited to
any particular type of company or in-
ventory, this deduction commonly is
used by food processing companies
whose excess food inventories other-
wise would spoil. Indian tribes have
had difficulty obtaining these dona-
tions, however, because of an ambi-
guity in the law as to whether or not
donating companies may deduct dona-
tions to organizations on Indian res-
ervations.

The current language in section
170(e)(3) requires charitable donations
of excess inventory to be made to orga-
nizations that are described in section
501(c)(3) of the Code and exempt from
taxation under section 501(a). While In-
dian tribes are exempt from taxation,
they are not among the organizations
described in section 501(c)(3). Accord-
ingly, it is not clear that a direct dona-
tion of excess inventory to an Indian
tribe would qualify for the charitable
donation deduction wunder section
170(e)(3).
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Ironically, the Indian Tribal Govern-
ment Tax Status Act found in section
7871 provides that an Indian tribal gov-
ernment shall be treated as a State for
purposes of determining tax deduct-
ibility of charitable contributions
made pursuant to section 170. Unfortu-
nately, the act does not expressly ex-
tend to donations made under section
170(e)(3) because that provision tech-
nically does not include States as eligi-
ble donees.

Mr. President, it is well documented
that Native Americans, like other citi-
zens, may meet the qualifications for
this special charitable donation. No
one would argue that it is not within
the intent of section 170(e)(3) to allow
contributions to Native American or-
ganizations to qualify for the special
charitable donation deduction in that
section of the code. The bill I am intro-
ducing today simply would allow those
contributions to qualify for the deduc-
tion. By allowing companies to make
qualified contributions to Indian tribes
under section 170(e)(3), the bill would
clearly further the intended purpose of
both Internal Revenue Code section
170(e)(3) and the Indian Tribal Govern-
ment Tax Status Act.

The appropriateness of the measure
is exhibited by the fact that it was in-
cluded in the Revenue Act of 1992 (H.R.
11), which was vetoed for unrelated rea-
sons. At that time, the measure was
supported on policy grounds by the
staffs of the joint committee on Tax-
ation and Finance Committee. In 1995,
the joint committee estimated that the
proposal would have a negligible effect
on Federal receipts over the 6-year pe-
riod it estimated.

1 strongly encourage my colleagues
to support this bill and ask unanimous
consent that its text be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 790

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS OF IN-
VENTORY TO INDIAN TRIBES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 170(e)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to a
special rule for certain contributions of in-
ventory or other property) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

(D) SPECIAL RULE FOR INDIAN TRIBES.—

*(i) IN GENERAL.—An Indian tribe (as de-
fined in section T7871(c)3)}E)ii)) shall be
treated as an organization eligible to be a
donee under subparagraph (A).

“(i1) USE OF PROPERTY.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A)(i), if the use of the prop-
erty donated is related to the exercise of an
essential governmental function of the In-
dian tribal government, such use shall be
treated as related to the purpose or function
constituting the basis for the organization’s
exemption.”

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1996.
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By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself,
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
JOHNSON and Mr. CONRAD):

S. T91. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to
the treatment of certain amounts re-
ceived by a cooperative telephone com-
pany; to the Committee on Finance.
TAX TREATMENT OF TELEPHONE COOPERATIVES

ACT OF 1997

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today
I am introducing legislation that reaf-
firms the intent of the U.S. Congress,
originally expressed in 1916, to grant
tax exempt status to telephone co-
operatives. This exemption is now set
forth in section 501(c)(12) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code.

I am joined by my distinguished col-
leagues, Senators DORGAN, GRASSLEY,
JOHNSON, and CONRAD.,

This legislation is identical to a bill
I introduced in the 103d and 104th Con-
gresses and to a measure that was in-
cluded in the Revenue Act of 1992,
which ultimately was vetoed.

Congress has always understood that
a tax exemption is necessary to ensure
that reliable, universal telephone serv-
ice is available in rural America at a
cost that is affordable to the rural con-
sumer. Telephone cooperatives are
nonprofit entities that provide this
service where it might otherwise not
exist due to the high cost of reaching
remote, sparsely populated areas.

The facilities of a telephone coopera-
tive are used to provide both local and
long distance communications serv-
ices. Perhaps the most important of
these for rural users is long distance.
Without these services, both local and
long distance, people in rural areas
could not communicate with their own
neighbors, much less with the world.
While telephone cooperatives comprise
only a small fraction of the U.S. tele-
phone industry—about 1 percent—their
services are vitally important to those
who must rely upon them.

Under Internal Revenue Code section
501(c)(12), a telephone cooperative
qualifies for tax exemption only if at
least 85 percent of its gross income
consists of amounts collected from
members for the sole purpose of meet-
ing losses and expenses. Thus, the bulk
of the revenues must be related to pro-
viding services needed by members of
the cooperative, that is, rural con-
sumers. No more than 15 percent of the
cooperative's gross income may come
from nonmember sources, such as prop-
erty rentals or interest earned on funds
on deposit in a bank. For purposes of
the 85 percent test, certain categories
of income are deemed neither member
nor nonmember income and are ex-
cluded from the calculation. The rea-
son for the 85 percent test is to ensure
that cooperatives do not abuse their
tax exempt status.

A technical advice memorandum
[TAM] released by the Internal Rev-
enue Service a few years ago threatens
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to change the way telephone coopera-
tives characterize certain expenses for
purposes of the 85 percent test. If the
rationale set forth in the TAM is ap-
plied to all telephone cooperatives, the
majority could lose their tax exempt
status.

Specifically, the IRS now appears to
take the position that all fees received
by telephone cooperatives from long
distance companies for use of the local
lines must be excluded from the 85 per-
cent test and that fees received for bill-
ing and collection services performed
by cooperatives on behalf of long dis-
tance companies constitute non-
member income to the cooperative.

The legislation I am introducing
today would clarify that access reve-
nues paid by long distance companies
to telephone cooperatives are to be
counted as member revenues, so long
as they are related to long distance
calls paid for by members of the coop-
erative. In addition, the legislation
would indicate that billing and collec-
tion fees are to be excluded entirely
from the 85 percent test calculation.

Mr. President, it is no secret that
mere distance is the single most impor-
tant obstacle to rural development. In
the telecommunications industry
today, we have the ability to bridge
distances more effectively than ever
before. Technology in this area has ad-
vanced at an incredible pace; however,
maintaining and upgrading the rural
telecommunications infrastructure is
an exceedingly expensive proposition.
We must do all we can to encourage
this development, and ensuring that
telephone cooperatives retain their le-
gitimate tax exempt status is a vital
step toward this goal. I believe that
providing access to customers for long
distance calls as well as billing and col-
lecting for those calls on behalf of the
cooperative’s members and long dis-
tance companies are indisputably part
of the exempt function of providing
telephone service, especially to rural
communities. The nature and function
of telephone cooperatives have not ma-
terially changed since 1916, and neither
should the formula upon which they
rely to obtain tax exempt status.

In the 104th Congress, the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation estimated the cost
of this legislation to be $61 million over
a 6-year period. At the appropriate
time, I will recommend appropriate off-
sets to cover the cost of this measure
over the 10-year period required under
the Budget Act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

8. 791

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS
RECEIVED BY A COOPERATIVE TELE-
PHONE COMPANY.

(a) NONMEMBER INCOME.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (12) of section
501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to list of exempt organizations) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

“(E) In the case of a mutual or cooperative
telephone company (hereafter in this sub-
paragraph referred to as the ‘cooperative’),
50 percent of the income received or accrued
directly or indirectly from a nonmember
telephone company for the performance of
communication services by the cooperative
shall be treated for purposes of subparagraph
(A) as collected from members of the cooper-
ative for the sole purpose of meeting the
losses and expenses of the cooperative.”

(2) CERTAIN BILLING AND COLLECTION SERV-
ICE FEES NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 501(c)(12) of such Code is
amended by striking “or"” at the end of
clause (iii), by striking the period at the end
of clause (iv) and inserting *, or”’, and by
adding at the end the following new clause:

“(v) from billing and collection services
performed for a nonmember telephone com-
pany.”

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Clause (1) of
section 501(c)(12)(B) of such Code is amended
by inserting before the comma at the end
thereof *‘, other than income described in
subparagraph (E)".

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to
amounts received or accrued after December
31, 1996.

(6) NO INFERENCE AS TO UNRELATED BUSI-
NESS INCOME TREATMENT OF BILLING AND COL-
LECTION SERVICE FEES.—Nothing in the
amendments made by this subsection shall
be construed to indicate the proper treat-
ment of billing and collection service fees
under part III of subchapter F of chapter 1 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating
to taxation of business income of certain ex-
empt organizations).

(b) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN INVESTMENT IN-
COME OF MUTUAL OR COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE
COMPANIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (12) of section
501(c) of such Code (relating to list of exempt
organizations) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subparagraph:

“(F) In the case of a mutual or cooperative
telephone company, subparagraph (A) shall
be applied without taking into account re-
serve income (as defined In section 512(d)(2))
if such income, when added to other income
not collected from members for the sole pur-
pose of meeting losses and expenses, does not
exceed 35 percent of the company’s total in-
come. For the purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, income referred to in subparagraph
(B) shall not be taken into account.”

(2) PORTION OF INVESTMENT INCOME SUBJECT
TO UNRELATED BUSINESS INCOME TAX.—Sec-
tion 512 of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

“(d) INVESTMENT INCOME OF CERTAIN MU-
TUAL OR COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE COMPA-
NIES.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—In determining the unre-
lated business taxable income of a mutual or
cooperative telephone company described in
section 501(c)(12)—

“(A) there shall be included, as an item of
gross income derived from an unrelated
trade or business, reserve income to the ex-
tent such reserve income, when added to
other income not collected from members for
the sole purpose of meeting losses and ex-
penses, exceeds 15 percent of the company’s
total income, and
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“(B) there shall be allowed all deductions
directly connected with the portion of the
reserve income which is so included.

For purposes of the preceding sentence, in-
come referred to in section 501(c)(12)(B) shall
not be taken into account.

‘(2) RESERVE INCOME.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the term ‘reserve income’
means income—

“(A) which would (but for this subsection)
be excluded under subsection (b), and

“(B) which is derived from assets set aside
for the repair or replacement of telephone
system facilities of such company.”

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to
amounts received or accrued after December
31, 1996.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself,
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. CONRAD and
Mr. JOHNSON):

S. 792. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that
certain cash rentals of farmland will
not cause recapture of special estate
tax valuation; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

THE SPECIAL USE VALUATION FOR FAMILY

FARMS ACT OF 1997

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, since
1988, I have studied the effects on fam-
ily farmers of a provision in estate tax
law known as section 2032A. While sec-
tion 2032A may seem a minor provision
to some, it is critically important to
family run farms. A problem with re-
spect to the Internal Revenue Service's
interpretation of this provision has
been festering for a number of years
and threatens to force the sale of many
family farms.

Section 2032A, which bases the estate
tax applicable to a family farm on its
use as a farm, rather than on its mar-
ket value, reflects the intent of Con-
gress to help families keep their farms.
A family that has worked hard to
maintain a farm should not have to sell
it to a third party solely to pay stiff es-
tate taxes resulting from increases in
the value of the land. Under section
2032A, inheriting family members are
required to continue farming the prop-
erty for at least 15 years in order to
avoid having the IRS recapture the tax
savings.

At the time section 2032A was en-
acted, it was common practice for one
or more family members to cash lease
the farm from the other members of
the family. This practice made sense in
a situation in which some family mem-
bers were more involved than others in
the day-to-day farming of the land.
Typically, the other family members
would continue to be at risk with re-
spect to the value of the farm and par-
ticipate in decisions affecting the
farm’s operation. Cash leasing among
family members remained a common
practice after the enactment of section
2032A. An inheriting child would con-
tinue to cash lease from his or her sib-
lings, with no reason to suspect from
the statute or otherwise that the cash
leasing arrangement might jeopardize
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the farm’s qualification for special use
valuation.

Based at least in part on some lan-
guage that I am told was included in a
Joint Committee on Taxation publica-
tion in early 1982, the Internal Revenue
Service has taken the position that
cash leasing among family members
will disqualify the farm for special use
valuation. The matter has since been
the subject of numerous audits and
some litigation, though potentially
hundreds of family farmers may yet be
unaware of the change of events. Cases
continue to arise under this provision.

In 1988, Congress provided partial
clarification of this issue for surviving
spouses who cash lease to their chil-
dren. Due to revenue concerns, how-
ever, no clarification was made of the
situation where surviving children cash
lease among themselves.

My concern is that many families in
which inheriting children or other fam-
ily members have cash leased to each
other may not even be aware of the
IRS’s position on this issue. At some
time in the future, they are going to be
audited and find themselves liable for
enormous amounts in taxes, interest
and penalties. For those who cash
leased in the late 1970°s, this could be
devastating because the taxes they owe
are based on the inflated land values
that existed at that time.

A case that arose in my State of
South Dakota illustrates the unfair-
ness and devastating impact of the IRS
interpretation of section 2032A. Janet
Kretschmar, who lives with her hus-
band, Craig, in Cresbard, SD, inherited
her mother’'s farm along with her two
sisters in 1980. Because the property
would continue to be farmed by the
family members, estate taxes were paid
on it pursuant to section 2032A, saving
over $50,000 in estate tax.

Janet and Craig continued to farm
the land and have primary responsi-
bility for its day-to-day operation.
They set up a simple and straight-
forward arrangement with the other
two sisters whereby Janet and Craig
would lease the sisters’ interests from
them.

Seven years later, the IRS told the
Kretschmars that the cash lease ar-
rangement had disqualified the prop-
erty for special use valuation and that
they owed $54,000 to the IRS. According
to the IRS, this amount represented es-
tate tax that was being recaptured as a
result of the disqualification. This
came as an enormous surprise to the
Kretschmars, as they had never been
notified of the change in interpretation
of the law and had no reason to believe
that their arrangement would no
longer be held valid by the IRS for pur-
poses of qualifying for special use valu-
ation. The fact is that, if they had
known this, they would have organized
their affairs in one of several other ac-
ceptable, though more complicated,
ways.
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For many years, I have sought inclu-
sion in tax legislation of a provision
that would clarify that cash leasing
among family members will not dis-
qualify the property for special use
valuation. In 1992, such a provision was
successfully included in H.R. 11, the
Revenue Act of 1992 and passed by Con-
gress. Unfortunately, H.R. 11 was sub-
sequently vetoed. In 1995, I introduced
this provision as freestanding legisla-
tion; however, it did not reach the full
Senate for a vote.

Today, I am reintroducing a bill that
is identical to the section 2032A meas-
ure which was passed in the Revenue
Act of 1992. T am joined in this effort by
Senators DORGAN, CONRAD and Mr.
JOHNSON whose expertise on tax and
rural issues are well known.

I must emphasize that there may be
many other cases in other agricultural
States where families are cash leasing
the family farm among each other, un-
aware that the IRS could come knock-
ing at their door at any minute. I urge
my colleagues in the Senate who may
have such cases in their State to work
with us and support this important
clarification of the law.

I intend to request that the Joint
Committee on Taxation estimate the
revenue impact of this proposal. At an
appropriate time thereafter, I will rec-
ommend any necessary offsets over a
10-year period as required by the Budg-
et Act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

8. 792

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CERTAIN CASH RENTALS OF FARM-
LAND NOT TO CAUSE RECAPTURE
OF SPECIAL ESTATE TAX VALU-
ATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c¢) of section
2032A of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to tax treatment of dispositions
and failures to use for qualified use) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

*/(8) CERTAIN CASH RENTAL NOT TO CAUSE RE-
CAPTURE.—For purposes of this subsection, a
qualified heir shall not be treated as failing
to use property in a qualified use solely be-
cause such heir rents such property on a net
cash basis to a member of the decedent’'s
family, but only if, during the period of the
lease, such member of the decedent’'s family
uses such property in a qualified use.”

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
2032A (b)5)A) is amended by striking the
last sentence.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to rentals occurring after December 31,
1976.

By Mr. DODD:
S. T93. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to require that the
Center for Substance Abuse Treatment
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carry out treatment programs for ado-
lescents; to the Committee on Labor
and Human Resources.

THE SERVICES FOR CHILDREN OF SUBSTANCE

ABUSERS ACT

S. T94. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and ex-
tend the grant program for services for
children of substance abusers; to the
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

THE SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT FOR
ADOLESCENTS ACT

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce two bills which seek
to address one of the most critical
problems tearing at the fabric of Amer-
ican society: substance abuse. When we
consider health care costs, lost time on
the job, increased crime, and other re-
lated factors, it is estimated that drug
and alcohol abuse cost this Nation
more than $300 billion in 1993. While
some efforts to address this problem
have been successful, there is still a
great deal of work to be done. The two
bills that I am introducing, the Serv-
ices for Children of Substance Abusers
Act and the Substance Abuse Treat-
ment for Adolescents Act, seek to pro-
vide additional tools for families to
fight the battle of addiction and its de-
bilitating social consequences.

Addiction threatens the American
family in several ways. The long term
emotional health of an individual is
shaped during childhood, and the chil-
dren of substance abusers face numer-
ous obstacles during their develop-
ment. The children of substance abus-
ers are typically deprived of the par-
ent’s attention and concern, and often
the financial support to provide food,
clothing, and shelter. In the most dra-
matic cases, children are exposed to
substances prenatally and are deprived
of a healthy future before they are
even born.

An estimated 7 million children are
growing up with at least one substance
abusing parent, and more than 200,000
women who gave birth in the United
States in 1992 used illegal drugs at
some time during their pregnancy. In
addition, alcohol consumption by preg-
nant women has recently surged, de-
spite public campaigns about the ef-
fects of alcohol on the developing
fetus. Clearly these parents will need
help if they hope to overcome their ad-
dictions and raise healthy children.
Unfortunately, these parents often face
several obstacles on the road to recov-

ery.

The basic problem with our current
drug and alcohol treatment programs
is that they fail to address the wide
range of problems that addicted par-
ents face. Many were physically or sex-
ually abused as children. Many are vic-
tims of domestic violence. Many lack
any formal job skills. Many will need
child care assistance if they hope to en-
roll in a treatment program. Many fear
that they will lose their children if
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they come forward for treatment. In
short, these parents face several prob-
lems which extend far beyond their ad-
dictions.

The Children of Substance Abusers
Act is currently authorized in the Pub-
lic Health Services Act, but it has
never been funded. Today, I introduce a
revised version of this legislation that
seeks to give families affected by sub-
stance abuse somewhere to turn. The
heart of the bill is the grant program
which will provide $50 million for a
comprehensive range of health, devel-
opmental, and social services to chil-
dren, parents, and other family mem-
bers. These services will enhance the
ability of parents to access drug and al-
cohol treatment and promote family
preservation, where appropriate.

The bill ensures that all children
whose parents are substance abusers
can enter the program and receive a
range of services. The legislation ad-
dresses another critical need by pro-
viding grants to train professionals,
child welfare workers, and other pro-
viders serving children to identify and
address the effects of familial sub-
stance abuse.

For years we have talked about the
impact of substance abuse on families.
We have all visited the neonatal inten-
sive care units, and we have all seen re-
ports on children who were abused and
neglected because their parents were
on drugs. The time has come for Con-
gress to respond to what is going on in
this country and take an aggressive
step toward alleviating these problems.

The Children of Substance Abusers
Act is critical to our efforts to reach
out to those families that are strug-
gling with substance abuse, and I urge
my colleagues to support the legisla-
tion I introduce today and fund this
critical program.

On another front, the increased prev-
alence of substance abuse among young
Americans poses an additional public
health crisis. Last year, the percentage
of teens using drugs within the past
month rose from 8.2 to 10.9 percent, and
the rate of drug use among 12 to 17
yvear-olds has doubled since 1992. I am
particularly disappointed to learn that
Connecticut’s students report higher
rates of drug use than their peers na-
tionwide.

Annually, more than 400,000 Ameri-
cans under the age of 18 are in need of
treatment, and in Connecticut approxi-
mately 6,700 students need substance
abuse treatment. However, young peo-
ple have few places to turn. Most treat-
ment programs are designed for adults,
and there are limited resources avail-
able for the treatment of adolescents
with drug and alcohol problems.

Federal and state initiatives have fo-
cused on preventing children from be-
coming substance abusers. While pre-
vention efforts are effective and nec-
essary, they do not provide for those
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adolescents with substance abuse prob-
lems. In addition, most substance abus-
ing adolescents have co-occurring dis-
orders, such as depression, learning dis-
abilities, post-traumatic stress dis-
orders, and other health problems
which make treatment even more chal-
lenging.

The Substance Abuse Treatment for
Adolescents Act seeks to create a fund-
ing stream for adolescent treatment.
This would be the first time that any
money has ever been earmarked spe-
cifically for adolescent treatment, set-
ting aside an estimated $70 million an-
nually to address this problem. This
bill would also eliminate the need
within the public system for adolescent
providers to compete with other groups
for scarce treatment dollars, thereby
allowing them to focus upon the real
problem: successfully treating adoles-
cent substance abusers.

Mr. President, this legislation marks
a significant step on the road toward
improved treatment for adolescent sub-
stance abuse. It tells families that we
care about their children’s health and
well-being, and it sends a signal to
those individuals who struggle to help
our kids overcome addiction that their
hard work is not for naught, but will
soon be rewarded.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bills be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bills
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 793

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Substance
Abuse Treatment for Adolescents Act’.

SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH SERV-
ICE ACT.

Section 507 of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 290bb) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“(d) PROVISION OF SERVICES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary, acting through the Center for Sub-
stance Abuse Treatment, shall ensure that
not less than 20 percent of the amounts ap-
propriated under this subpart for the pro-
grams and activities of the Center for Sub-
stance Abuse Treatment for each fiscal year,
but in no case less than $20,000,000, is used to
carry out adolescent specific substance abuse
treatment programs. Such programs shall in-
clude the provision of services to such ado-
lescents as well as the conduct of evalua-
tions and research concerning the effects of
such services.”.

S. 794

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Services for
Children of Substance Abusers Reauthoriza-
tion Act™.

SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC HEALTH SERV-
ICE ACT.

(a) ADMINISTRATION AND ACTIVITIES.—
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(1) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 399D(a) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 TU.S.C.
280d(a)(1)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘*Adminis-
trator” and all that follows through ‘‘Ad-
ministration” and insert ‘“Director of the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘*Adminis-
trator of the Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration™ and insert-
ing **‘Administrator of the Health Resources
and Services Administration”.

(2) AcTiviTiES.—Section 399D(a)(1) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 TU.S.C.
280d(a)1)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking “‘and”™
at the end;

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting the following: ‘‘through
family social services; child protective serv-
ices; child care providers (including Head
Start, schools, and early childhood develop-
ment programs); community-based family
resource and support centers; the criminal
justice system; health and mental health
providers through screenings conducted dur-
ing regular childhood examinations and
other examinations; self and family member
referrals; treatment services; and other serv-
ice providers and agencies serving children
and families; and"; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) to provide education and training to
health care professionals, child welfare pro-
viders, and the personnel or such providers
who provide services to children and fami-
lies.”.

(3) IDENTIFICATION OF CERTAIN CHILDREN.—
Section 399D(a)(3)(A) of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 280d(a)3)(A)) is
amended—

(A) in clause (i), by striking **(i) the enti-
ty" and inserting *‘(i)(I) the entity"";

(B) in clause (ii)—

(i) by striking *‘(ii) the entity" and insert-
ing “*(II) the entity”; and

(ii) by striking the period and inserting **;
and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

**(iii) the entity will identify children who
may be eligible for medical assistance under
a State program under title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act.".

(b) SERVICES FOR CHILDREN.—Section
399D(b) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 280d(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting “‘alcohol
and drug,” after ‘“‘psychological,”; and

(2) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting
the following:

““(6) Drug and alcohol treatment and pre-
vention services.".

(c) BERVICES FOR AFFECTED FAMILIES.—
Section 399D(c) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 280d(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by inserting before the semicolon the
following: *“, or through an entity the meets
applicable State licensure or certification re-
quirements regarding the services involved"’;
and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) Aggressive outreach to family mem-
bers with substance abuse problems.

‘“(E) Inclusion of consumer in the develop-
ment, implementation, and monitoring of
Family Services Plan.”; and

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-
serting the following:

“(A) Alcohol and drug treatment services,
including screening and assessment, diag-
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nosis, detoxification, individual, group and
family counseling, relapse prevention, and
case management.’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (C) and in-
serting the following:

“(C) Pre- and post-pregnancy family plan-
ning services and counseling on the human
immunodeficiency virus and acquired im-
mune deficiency syndrome.’;

(C) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘con-
flict and’; and

(D) in subparagraph (E), by striking “Re-
medial” and inserting *“Career planning
and”.

(d) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Section 399D(d) of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
280d(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking the matter preceding para-
graph (1) and inserting:

“(d) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary
shall distribute the grants through the fol-
lowing types of entities:’";

(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘or pre-
vention' after “‘drug treatment’; and

(3) in paragraph (2)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking *
and’ and inserting *‘; or"’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting “‘or
pediatric health or mental health providers
and family mental health providers” before
the period.

(e) SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION.—Section
399D(h) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 280d(h)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by inserting “including maternal and
child health’ before ‘“‘mental’’;

(B) by striking “‘treatment programs'; and

(C) by striking ‘‘and the State agency re-
sponsible for administering public maternal
and child health services” and inserting **,
the State agency responsible for admin-
istering alcohol and drug programs, the
State lead agency, and the State Interagency
Coordinating Council under part H of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act'’;
and

(2) in paragraph (3)(B), by inserting before
the semicolon the following: “when the child
can be cared for at home without endan-
gering the child’s safety’.

() REPORTS.—Section 399D(i)(6) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 280d(k)(6)) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (D), by striking *“‘and”
at the end;

(2) in subparagraph (E), by adding “‘and”
after the semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(F) the number of children described in
subparagraph (C) for whom the permanent
plan is other than family reunification;”.

(g) EVALUATIONS.—Section 399D(1) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 280d(1))
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: *, including in-
creased participation in work or employ-
ment-related activities and decreased par-
ticipation in welfare programs’;

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking “children
whose’ and inserting ‘‘children who can be
cared for at home without endangering their
safety and whose'’; and

(3) in paragraph (6), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘‘if the reunifica-
tion would not endanger the child’.

(h) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Section 399D(m)
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
280d(m)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by adding “‘and’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking the semi-
colon at the end and inserting a period; and
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(3) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5).

(1) DaTA COLLECTION.—Section 399D(n) of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
280d(n)) is amended by adding at the end the
following: ““The periodic report shall include
a gquantitative estimate of the prevalence of
alcohol and drug problems in families in-
volved in the child welfare system, the bar-
riers to treatment and prevention services
facing these families, and policy rec-
ommendations for removing the identified
barriers, including training for child welfare
workers.".

(j) DEFINITION.—Section 399D(0)(2)(B) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 TU.S.C.
280d(0)(2)X(B)) is amended by striking *‘dan-
gerous™.

(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 399D(p) of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 280d(p)) is amended to read as
follows:

“(p) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of carrying out this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 1998, and such sums
as may be necessary for fiscal year 1999.”.

(1) GRANTS FOR TRAINING AND CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS.—Section 399D of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 280d) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking subsection (f);

(2) by striking subsection (k);

(3) by redesignating subsections (d), (e),
(g), (h), (1), (33, (1), (m), (n), (0), and (p) as sub-
sections (e) through (o), respectively;

(4) by inserting after subsection (c¢), the
following:

“(d) TRAINING FOR HEALTH CARE PROFES-
SIONALS, CHILD WELFARE PROVIDERS, AND
OTHER PERSONNEL.—The Secretary may
make a grant under subsection (a) for the
training of health care professionals, child
welfare providers, and other personnel who
provide services to vulnerable children and
families. Such training shall be to assist pro-
fessionals in recognizing the drug and alco-
hol problems of their clients and to enhance
their skills in identifying and obtaining sub-
stance abuse prevention and treatment re-
sources.’";

(5) in subsection (k)2) (as so redesignated),
by striking *'(h)"” and inserting ‘*(1)’*; and

(6) in paragraphs (3)E) and (5) of sub-
section (m) (as so redesignated), by striking
*(d)" and inserting “(e)”.

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN):
S. 7T96. A bill to reduce gun traf-
ficking, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

———————

THE GUN KINGPIN DEATH
PENALTY ACT OF 1997

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise today, on behalf of myself and the
distinguished Senator from California,
Senator FEINSTEIN, to introduce the
Gun Kingpin Death Penalty Act of 1997.
I hope that our colleagues will soon
join us in sending a clear and strong
signal to our most violent gun-
runners—your actions will no longer be
tolerated.

Mr. President, the fight against gun
violence is a long-term, many-staged
process. We have already succeeded in
enacting the Brady bill and the ban on
devastating assault weapons. Last
year, even in the midst of what many

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

consider a hostile Congress, we told do-
mestic violence offenders that they
could no longer own a gun.

And these laws have been effective:
186,000 prohibited individuals have al-
ready been denied a handgun due to
Brady background checks—T70 percent
of these people were convicted or in-
dicted felons. Traces of assault weap-
ons have plummeted since the ban, and
prices have gone up. And our law en-
forcement officers are no longer dying
at the hands of criminals armed with
assault weapons.

As I said, we have been successful.
But we cannot be satisfied with vie-
tories in battle—we must use every av-
enue possible to win the war against
gun violence.

Mr. President, it is for this reason
that I rose just a few weeks ago with
Senator DURBIN to introduce a new
prosecutorial tool in the fight to stop
gun traffickers—the Gun Kingpin Pen-
alty Act of 1997. That bill would insti-
tute a sliding scale of mandatory min-
imum penalties for the worst gun-
runners, and I hope we can debate it
soon.

But we must also address the prob-
lem of the most violent and dangerous
offenders—those who commit murder
in furtherance of their gun trafficking
crimes. So I rise again today to issue a
new challenge—send a message to mur-
derous gunrunners that their violence
must stop.

Our Gun Kingpin Death Penalty Act
of 1997, which is modeled after the Drug
Kingpin Death Penalty legislation al-
ready enacted into law, provides that
any criminal who commits murder or
successfully orders a murder com-
mitted during the course of trafficking
in more than 25 firearms may receive
life in prison or the death penalty. This
provision gives Federal prosecutors one
more tool in the fight against gun traf-
ficking, and sends out a warning to all
violent gunrunners—think twice before
you act.

Mr. President, when I rose with Sen-
ator DURBIN last month to introduce
the first in this two-bill attack on gun-
runners, I cited recent numbers gath-
ered by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms which clearly dem-
onstrate what many of us already knew
all too well—several key highways in
this country have become so-called
firearm freeways—pipelines for mer-
chants of death who deal in illegal fire-
arms.

We learned from the ATF data that
in 1996, New Jersey exported fewer guns
used in crimes, per capita, than any
other State—less than one gun per
100,000 residents, or 75 total guns. In
contrast, Mississippi exported 29 of
these guns per capita last year.

Meanwhile, an incredible number of
guns used to commit crimes in New
Jersey last year came from out-of-
State—9%4 guns were imported and
used to commit crimes compared to
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only 75 exported—a net import of 869 il-
legal guns used to commit crimes
against the people of New Jersey.

In fact, the top six exporters of ille-
gal guns used to commit crimes in New
Jersey supplied 62 percent of the guns,
585, and only one of those six States—
North Carolina—has strong gun control
laws.

This represents a one-way street—
guns come from States with lax gun
laws straight to States—like New Jer-
sey—with strong laws.

New Jersey has long been proud to
have some of the toughest gun control
laws in the Nation. But for far too
long, the courageous efforts of New
Jersey citizens in enacting these tough
laws have been weakened by out-of-
State gunrunners who treat our State
like their own personal retail outlet.

It is clear that New Jersey's strong
gun control laws offer criminals little
choice but to import their guns from
States with weak laws. We must act on
a Federal level to send a clear message
that this cannot continue and will not
be tolerated. And we must send an
equally clear message that gunrunners
who commit murder risk the ultimate
of penalties.

Finally, Mr. President, I remind my
colleagues that we cannot rest satisfied
simply because we have succeeded in
the past. The problem of illegal gun
traffickers will not just go away, and
we cannot stand by and watch as inno-
cent men, women, and children die at
the hands of criminals armed with
these guns. I urge my colleagues to
support this bill. I ask that the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 796

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ““Gun Kingpin
Death Penalty Act of 1997,

SEC. 2. DEATH PENALTY FOR CERTAIN FIREARMS
TRAFFICKING VIOLATIONS.

Section 924 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(p) In addition to any other penalties set
forth in this title, any person engaging in an
offense under paragraph (1)(A) or (3) of sec-
tion 922(a) that involves 25 or more firearms,
who intentionally kills or counsels, com-
mands, induces, procures, or causes the in-
tentional killing of an individual, and such
killing results, shall be sentenced—

*(1) to a term of imprisonment of not less
than 20 years and up to life imprisonment; or

(2) to death.”.

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr.
BAucus, and Mr. KENNEDY):

8. 797. A bill to amend the John F.
Kennedy Center Act to authorize the
design and construction of additions to
the parking garage and certain site im-
provements, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.
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THE JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER PARKING
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today I
introduce legislation to help resolve
the most serious problem identified by
patrons and visitors of the Kennedy
Center—the lack of adequate on-site
parking. Joining me today as original
cosponsors are: Senators BAUCUS and
KENNEDY.

This legislation provides authority to
the Kennedy Center Board of Trustees
to construct an addition to the existing
parking garage at each of the north
and south ends of the Center. Impor-
tantly, Mr. President, the garage addi-
tion authorized in this bill will come at
a cost to the Federal Government. The
project will be financed through the
issuance of industrial revenue bonds
which will be repaid entirely with rev-
enue derived from operation of the ex-
panded garage. Indeed, a provision in-
cluded in the legislation explicitly pro-
hibits the use of appropriated funds for
the purpose of constructing or financ-
ing the parking garage expansion.

Also included in the bill is authoriza-
tion for the Center to take action on
site modifications for the improvement
of security on the site. The Center has
conducted a complete security review,
and among the recommendations are
changes to the main approach and
plaza. This legislation allows the Cen-
ter to pursue site modifications for the
protection of the building and its visi-
tors.

Consistent with the John F. Kennedy
Center Act Amendments of 1994, the
Center’s plans for the garage expansion
and other related site improvements
will be developed in close consultation
with the Department of Interior. In
fact, the National Park Service sent a
letter today to the president of the
Kennedy Center, Mr. Lawrence J.
Wilker, conveying its approval of the
conceptual plan for this project.

Mr. President, let me say that this
proposal reflects the commitment of
the Kennedy Center trustees to contin-
ually improve this Presidential monu-
ment for the benefit of the Public—in a
manner that is financially responsible.
And indeed, the Center is an operation
run in a financially sound way.

A little-known fact about the Ken-
nedy Center is that 90 percent of the
Center’s annual operating income is de-
rived from private sources. The Federal
Government provides only 10 percent of
the Center’'s annual operating income—
and these Federal funds are carefully
limited to nonperformance activities.
This legislation maintains that impres-
sive private-to-Federal funding ratio.

I am proud to serve as a trustee of
the Kennedy Center, and commend the
board for its stewardship of this treas-
ured asset—the national center for the
performing arts and living memorial to
the late President.

In closing, Mr. President, I want to
thank Senators Baucus and KENNEDY
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for their help in drafting this bill. I
look forward to working with them and
other colleagues to secure timely adop-
tion of the measure.

By Mr. WARNER:

S. 798. A bill to establish a Commis-
sion on Information Technology Work-
er Shortage; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE INFORMA-
TION TECHNOLOGY WORKER SHORTAGE ESTAB-
LISHMENT ACT OF 1997
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the

shortage of skilled workers is one of
the most critical issues facing the U.S.
information technology [IT] industry
today. Our position as world leader in
this industry is threatened—mnot by
technology—but by a shortage of nec-
essary labor.

This issue is underscored by what we
see in the want-ads every week: thou-
sands of high-paying jobs unfilled, be-
cause there are not enough skilled ap-
plicants.

There is a shortage of nearly 200,000
workers nationwide. The economic im-
pact of this shortfall is being felt in
every State and congressional district
across America.

Virginia, with its growing high-tech-
nology industry, is particularly hard
hit—it is currently estimated that
18,000 jobs are currently unfilled. Tech-
nology-based businesses in Virginia
number over 2,450, employ more than
290,000 workers, and contribute more
than §13.8 billion in wages to the
State’s economy. At current rates of
growth, by 2002 these numbers are ex-
pected to jump to over 4,000 companies,
employing about 330,000, with $22 bil-
lion in wages. The average technology
sector worker in Virginia earned $45,288
in 1996, compared to an average wage of
$26,608 in the Virginia economy as a
whole. By 2002, the average technology
sector wage could grow to over $63,000.

By any measure, these are the jobs of
the future. But unless our workforce is
educated and trained properly, these
jobs will remain unfilled or, worse yet,
move to countries with the necessary
qualified people. This 2.5-million-per-
son industry is projected to nearly dou-
ble in size by the year 2000. But its
growth is being stunted by the inabil-
ity of firms to hire the talent that they
need to expand.

Let me be clear: this problem is not
confined to just high technology com-
panies and it is not limited to one re-
gion of the country. It extends to any
firm that depends on information tech-
nology employees to expand its mar-
kets, reach its customers, or improve
its products.

Education is a key component of the
solution to this problem. However,
schools are not graduating enough
qualified individuals to meet the need.
From 1986 to 1994, the number of bach-
elor degrees in computer science, for
example, fell 43 percent from 42,195 to
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24,200.  As the Senate begins the reau-
thorization process for the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 and the formulation
of job training legislation, I hope we
will give particular emphasis to the
impact that the shortage of skilled
technology workers is having on the
economy, and recognize the need to en-
sure that our work force is prepared for
the next century.

As cochair of the Senate Information
Technology Caucus and a new member
of the Senate Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee, I want to bring
this matter to the attention of the
Congress and the public, to dem-
onstrate the far-reaching implications
this crisis will have on the IT industry
and the American economy as a whole.

We need to look at all options for ad-
dressing this problem. That is why I
am introducing legislation establishing
a National Commission on the Informa-
tion Technology Worker Shortage. The
Commission will be comprised of indus-
try leaders, educators, and government
officials who will study this issue and
provide Congress with potential solu-
tions. The Commission will draw on
the brightest minds and the best ideas
to craft the solutions necessary to en-
courage more students to enter tech-
nical fields, to ensure that teachers
and schools are equipped to train them,
and to incorporate the best private sec-
tor initiatives. The Commission will
report concrete legislative and admin-
istrative recommendations to the
President and to Congress within the
year.

Mr. President, the Commission will
provide the national focus and atten-
tion that this problem demands. I hope
my colleagues will join me in sup-
porting this initiative.®

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

5. 50
At the request of Mr. FAIRCLOTH, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. BoND] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 50, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a non-
refundable tax credit for the expenses
of an education at a 2-year college.
5. 293
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. HOLLINGS] and the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] were
added as cosponsors of S. 293, a bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to make permanent the credit for
clinical testing expenses for certain
drugs for rare diseases or conditions.
5. 356
At the request of Mr. GRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. BoXER] was added as a cosponsor
of 8. 356, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, the Public
Health Service Act, the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974,
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the title XVIII and XIX of the Social
Security Act to assure access to emer-
gency medical services under group
health plans, health insurance cov-
erage, and the Medicare and Medicaid
Programs.
5. 358
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
names of the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
BRYAN] and the Senator from Maryland
[Ms. MIKULSKI] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 358, a bill to provide for com-
passionate payments with regard to in-
dividuals with blood-clotting disorders,
such as hemophilia, who contracted
human immunodeficiency virus due to
contaminated blood products, and for
other purposes.
8. 412
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as
a cosponsor of S. 412, a bill to provide
for a national standard to prohibit the
operation of motor vehicles by intoxi-
cated individuals.
8. 453
At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 453, a bill to study the
high rate of cancer among children in
Dover Township, New Jersey, and for
other purposes.
8. 460
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
NETT] was added as a cosponsor of S.
460, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the deduc-
tion for health insurance costs of self-
employed individuals, to provide clari-
fication for the deductibility of ex-
penses incurred by a taxpayer in con-
nection with the business use of the
home, to clarify the standards used for
determining that certain individuals
are not employees, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 528
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
names of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. ASHCROFT] and the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. MCCONNELL] were added
as cosponsors of S. 528, a bill to require
the display of the POW/MIA flag on
various occasions and in various loca-
tions.
S. 532
At the request of Mr. Baucus, the
name of the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 532, a bill to authorize funds to
further the strong Federal interest in
the improvement of highways and
transportation, and for other purposes.
S, 537
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
BRYAN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
537, a bill to amend title III of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to revise and ex-
tend the mammography quality stand-
ards program.
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8. 551
At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
name of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. HUTCHINSON] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 551, a bill to amend the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of
1970 to make modifications to certain
provisions.
8. 646
At the request of Mr. FORD, the name
of the Senator from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]
was added as a cosponsor of S. 646, a
bill to ensure the competitiveness of
the United States textile and apparel
industry.
8. 738
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
names of the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. RoTH] and the Senator from Maine
[Ms. SNOWE] were added as cosponsors
of 8. 738, a bill to reform the statutes
relating to Amtrak, to authorize ap-
propriations for Amtrak, and for other
purposes.
8. 755
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CraIlG] was added as a cosponsor of S.
755, a bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to restore the provisions
of chapter 76 of that title (relating to
missing persons) as in effect before the
amendments made by the National De-
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year
1997 and to make other improvements
to that chapter.
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 21
At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
REID] was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 21, a concur-
rent resolution congratulating the resi-
dents of Jerusalem and the people of
Israel on the thirtieth anniversary of
the reunification of that historic city,
and for other purposes.
SENATE RESOLUTION
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
names of the Senator from California
[Mrs. BOXER], the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND],
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-
BANES], the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. JOHNSON], and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. SMITH] were added as
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 63, a
resolution proclaiming the week of Oc-
tober 19 through October 25, 1997, as
*‘National Character Counts Week.”
SENATE RESOLUTION 76
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. DOMENICI], the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. RoOBB], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. MACK], and the
Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN] were added as cosponsors of Sen-
ate Resolution 76, a resolution pro-
claiming a nationwide moment of re-
membrance, to be observed on Memo-
rial Day, May 26, 1997, in order to ap-
propriately honor American patriots
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lost in the pursuit of peace and liberty
around the world.
AMENDMENT NO. 309

At the request of Mr. KERRY the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator from New
York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. BoND] were added
as cosponsors of amendment No. 309
proposed to S. Con. Res. 27, an original
concurrent resolution setting forth the
congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal years
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

AMENDMENT NO. 312

At the request of Mr. KERREY the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. KoHL] was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 312 proposed to S. Con.
Res. 27, an original concurrent resolu-
tion setting forth the congressional
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002.

AMENDMENT NO. 320

At the request of Mr. GRAMM the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. BYRD] was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 320 proposed
to S. Con. Res. 27, an original concur-
rent resolution setting forth the con-
gressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal years 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002.

AMENDMENT NO. 322

At the request of Mr. McCAIN his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 322 proposed to S. Con.
Res. 27, an original concurrent resolu-
tion setting forth the congressional
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, and 2002.

At the request of Mr. INHOFE his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 322 proposed to S. Con.
Res. 27, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 324

At the request of Mr. BOND the names
of the Senator from Texas [Mrs.
HUTCHISON] and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG] were added as
cosponsors of amendment No. 324 pro-
posed to S. Con. Res. 27, an original
concurrent resolution setting forth the
congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal years
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

AMENDMENT NO, 330 .

At the request of Mr. ROBB his name
was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 330 proposed to S. Con. Res.
27, an original concurrent resolution
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and
2002.

AMENDMENT NO. 336

At the request of Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN the name of the Senator from
Montana [Mr. BAucUS] was added as a
cosponsor of amendment No. 336 pro-
posed to S. Con. Res. 27, an original
concurrent resolution setting forth the
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congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal years
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

At the request of Mr. ROBB his name
was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 336 proposed to S. Con. Res.
27, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 340

At the request of Mr. SPECTER the
names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SANTORUM], the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. MACK], the Senator
from New York [Mr. D'AMATO], the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS],
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE],
the Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS],
the Senator from Texas [Mrs.
HUTCHISON], the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mrs. FEINSTEIN], and the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. REID] were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
340 proposed to S. Con. Res. 27, an
original concurrent resolution setting
forth the congressional budget for the
United States Government for fiscal
years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

AMENDMENT NO. 344

At the request of Mr. LEAHY his name
was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 344 proposed to S. Con. Res.
27, an original concurrent resolution
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and
2002.

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 344 proposed to S. Con.
Res. 27, supra.

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE the
names of the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. TORRICELLI], the Senator from Ha-
waii [Mr. AKAKA], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN],
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dobp], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
REID], and the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BRYAN] were added as cosponsors
of amendment No. 344 proposed to S.
Con. Res. 27, supra.

e

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 28—RELATIVE TO A STUDY
OF MERCURY

Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. JEFFORDS,
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
FEmcoLp, and Mr. DoDD) submitted
the following concurrent resolution;
which was referred to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works:

S. CoN. REs. 28

Whereas there has been a two-to-threefold
global Increase in mercury in the environ-
ment since the 1850's, increases of 3 times
have been found in wilderness areas of the
United States, and much higher increases
have been found in developed areas of the
United States;

Whereas mercury is truly a State, na-
tional, and international concern because
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mercury is atmospherically transported in-
discriminately across political boundaries;

Whereas atmospheric deposition resulting
from human activities, including area
sources, waste incineration and disposal, and
fossil fuel burning contributes to mercury
loading in the environment;

Whereas mercury is a persistent bio-
accumulative toxic substance that presents
particular problems in aquatic systems;

Whereas fish consumption advisories have
been issued for at least 1,500 water bodies in
37 States, including Vermont, because of
high levels of mercury contamination in
fish, resulting in losses to tourism and fish-
ing industries and related activities;

Whereas, according to estimates by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, each year in the United States be-
tween 80,000 and 85,000 pregnant women are
exposed to mercury levels high enough to
produce risk to their children;

Whereas the study of mercury required
under section 112(n)}1)B) of the Clean Air
Act (42 U.S.C. T412(n)(1)(B)), required to be
completed by November 15, 1994, represents
the best information in the world on the use,
generation, and disposal of mercury;

Whereas the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency effectively com-
pleted the draft report in 1995, but has con-
tinually delayed submittal of the study to
Congress;

Whereas there are known substitutes for
most mercury-containing products and de-
vices, except for high-efficiency lighting,

Whereas over 500,000,000 mercury-con-
taining lamps are annually produced in the
United States, representing one of the larg-
est sources of mercury in municipal waste
streams, and typical waste management
practices involve compaction, which results
in mercury releases, before and during dis-
posal;

Whereas landfill air emissions test data for
mercury is lacking;

Whereas the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency is establishing si-
multaneously maximum achievable control
technologies for mercury sources pursuant
to the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.),
proposing tightening water quality criteria
for mercury under the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), plac-
ing priority on mercury-contaminated super-
fund sites, but is proposing to exempt mer-
cury-containing lamps from hazardous waste
regulations;

Whereas the United States and Canada
have jointly agreed in the Agreement on Air
Quality, Agreement on Great Lakes Water
Quality, 1978, and Agreement on Virtual
Elimination of Persistent Toxic Substances
in the Great Lakes Basin to control
transboundary emissions and to cooperate on
research and development projects to elimi-
nate toxic substances, including mercury;
and

Whereas Federal and State governments
have taken many actions to reduce mercury
in the environment: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring),

SECTION 1. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency should—

(1) immediately release to Congress the
study of mercury required under section
112(n)(1)(B) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C.
T412(n)(1)B));

(2) initiate a pilot program for landfill air
emission tests for mercury in the Northeast
and nationally; and
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(3) not exempt mercury-containing lamps
from hazardous waste regulations, but
should instead adopt universal waste rules
that foster mercury recycling.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would
like to draw the Senate’'s attention to
something that is going on at the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency that is of
great concern to many of our House
and Senate colleagues, and to myself.
For the past year, I have been working
with the Environmental Protection
Agency, the White House and now, the
Science Advisory Board, to release a
1,700-page report on the sources, health
risks, and control measure for mercury
pollution in our country. This report is
the best and most complete assemblage
of state-of-the-art information to date
on the sources and health effects of
mercury pollution. It has undergone
extensive internal and external peer re-
view. American taxpayers have already
paid more than $1 million in contract
dollars and for more than 25,000 hours
of staff time to develop this report.
Had the report been submitted to the
Congress when it was effectively com-
pleted roughly 17 months ago, the in-
formation it contains would have been
available to the public and for use by
State and Federal decisionmakers.

Because of the widespread public and
congressional concern over the health
and environmental effects of mercury
pollution, the 1990 Clean Air amend-
ments required the EPA to conduct a
study of mercury and submit that
study to Congress by November 1994.
Instead, the EPA submitted the report
to the Science Advisory Board for re-
view because new studies are expected
to be published over the next 2 years.
Well, as we all know, one thing you can
be sure of in this world is that re-
searchers will continue to research;
there will always be new studies, and
this is as it should be. We need sound
science to make public policy deci-
sions. But we also need up-to-date
science, and that is what this report of-
fers. As time passes, the information
contained in the report becomes in-
creasingly less useful for regulatory
and judicial decisions.

Mercury poses a serious and growing
public health and environmental threat
to our Nation. Thirty-seven States
have issued human health consumption
advisories because of unacceptable lev-
els of mercury in freshwater fish. Ac-
cording to EPA estimates, as many as
85,000 pregnant women are exposed to
mercury levels high enough to produce
risks to their children. Yet many
States cannot identify the sources and
quantities of this pollutant or address
the problems that arise both within
and outside State borders.

We Vermonters are deeply concerned
about what is being transported by air
currents across our borders. Acid rain
taught us that our tough laws on the
environment were not enough to pro-
tect us. We could be affected from
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other areas of the country whose envi-
ronmental standards may not be as
high as our own. Yet despite these
standards, Vermont and other States
have become a dumping ground. We
saw some of our healthiest forests die
off from pollution that came from out-
side our region. Unlike the many com-
pounds causing acid rain, mercury does
not break down. It circulates through
the environment. It is not going to go
away when we turn off the tap. It will
settle in the lakes, streams, and soils
of those States that were also the
dumping ground for acid rain.

The public has a right to this report
and the States need it to make sensible
decisions about reducing mercury in
the environment. Instead, it has been
sitting on the shelf for nearly 2 years
now. By holding back the mercury re-
port, the administration is denying to
Federal and State regulatory bodies
and to the public information that will
be critical to the revision of health
advisories, air pollution measures, and
utility restructuring proposals. But re-
leasing the report is only the first step
in addressing mercury pollution. The
concurrent resolution I am submitting
today also addresses the need to reduce
mercury releases into the environment.

One major source of mercury is mu-
nicipal waste due to the disposal of
mercury-containing lamps. EPA has
proposed a rule to either exempt mer-
cury-containing lamps from hazardous
waste regulations or to include them in
the universal waste rule, but EPA has
made little progress since 1995. Ex-
empting mercury-containing lamps
from the hazardous waste rule would
allow more than 500 million lamps to
be deposited in solid waste landfills or
conveyed to waste incinerators, perpet-
uating the uncontrolled release of mer-
cury into the environment. In
Vermont, we are building a recycling
industry to collect mercury-containing
lamps. We are trying to keep mercury
out of our waste stream. Without a
Federal effort to encourage the same
preventive steps in other States, this
effort will be for naught. By including
mercury-containing lamps in the uni-
versal waste rule, we would encourage
recycling and the elimination of these
products from the municipal solid
waste stream.

Another integral step in addressing
mercury pollution is development of a
better inventory of mercury emissions.
One of the recommendations of the
mercury report is to acquire test data
on notable sources of mercury. My con-
current resolution calls upon EPA to
begin landfill testing in pilot sites
across the country. Several States
have already expressed an interest in
testing, and Florida has already begun
testing at landfills. The only testing
conducted at the Federal level was in
New York City where two studies
raised contradictory findings. In a 1994
Minnesota study, more than 10 percent
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of the overall emissions of mercury
were attributed to landfills. We need to
verify these initial findings through a
national pilot program. Unfortunately,
the 1,700-page mercury report does not
include an examination of landfills.

It is my hope that by releasing the
mercury report, promulgating regula-
tions on disposal of mercury-con-
taining lamps and testing for mercury
emissions, we will lay the groundwork
for the long-overdue reduction of mer-
cury from several sources. I am pleased
to be joined by my colleagues, Senators
WELLSTONE, JEFFORDS, LEVIN, Moy-
NIHAN, FEINGOLD, and DobD, in sub-
mitted this Senate concurrent resolu-
tion. I hope that this resolution will
draw to this issue the attention not
only of the Senate, but also of the ad-
ministration.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet at 10 a.m., on Thursday,
May 22, 1997, in open session, to receive
testimony on the Quadrennial Defense
Review.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN

AFFAIRS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, May 22, 1997, to conduct a
hearing on the following nominees: Mr.
James A. Harmon, of New York, to be
the president of the Export-Import
Bank of the United States; and Ms.
Jackie M. Clegg, of Utah, to be the
first vice president of the Export-Im-
port Bank of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN

AFFAIRS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, May 22, 1997, to conduct a
hearing on electronic funds transfer
and electronic benefit transfer and the
effect of these programs on Federal
benefit recipients.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND

TRANSPORTATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
on May 22, 1995, at 9:30 a.m. on over-
sight of professional boxing.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent on behalf of the
Governmental Affairs Committee to
meet on Thursday, May 22, at 4 p.m. for
a markup.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, be authorized
to hold an executive business meeting
during the session of the Senate on
Thursday, May 22, 1997, at 10 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration be
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on Thursday, May 22,
1997, beginning at 9:30 a.m. until busi-
ness is completed, to hold a hearing to
consider revisions to title 44/GPO: Re-
view and Recommendations of Draft
Legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Thursday, May 22, 1997, at 2
p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel-
ligence matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, BUSINESS
RIGHTS, AND COMPETITION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Antitrust, Business
Rights, and Competition, of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, May 22, 1997, at 2 p.m.
to hold a hearing on: ‘*Antitrust Impli-
cations of the College Bowl Alliance."’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commu-
nications Subcommittee of the Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science and
Transportation be authorized to meet
on May 22, 1997, at 2 p.m. on S. 442—
Internet Tax Freedom Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC

AFFAIRS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on East Asian and Pacific
Affairs of the Committee on Foreign
Relations be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Thursday,
May 22, 1997, at 10 a.m. to hold a hear-
ing.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Public Health and
Safety be authorized to meet for a
Hearing on Substance Abuse and Men-
tal Health Services Administration
[SAMHSA] during the session of the
Senate on Thursday, May 22, 1997, at
9:30 a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

HONORING THE GRAND OPENING
OF THE LANDMARK INN HOTEL

e Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to Bruce and
Christine Pesola, of Marquette, MI,
whose restoration of the Landmark Inn
Hotel has preserved one of the Upper
Peninsula’s architectural and historic
treasures for a new generation.

The Landmark Inn Hotel originally
opened on January 8, 1930, and was
known as the Hotel Northland. At that
time, the Northland was the premier
hotel in the Upper Peninsula. Through-
out the years, the hotel has housed
many notable people, including Amelia
Earhart, Bud Abbott and Lou Costello,
and musical legends Duke Ellington
and Louis Armstrong.

When Bruce and Christine Pesola
purchased the hotel in 1995, it had
stood vacant for more than 12 years.
While many people were calling for the
demolition of the building, the Pesolas
were dedicated to preserving this piece
of history. Described by one local news-
paper as a ‘‘squalid, vacant blemish on
the city’s skyline,” the rehabilitation
of the Landmark Inn will contribute
significantly to restoration efforts in
downtown Marquette. As a longtime
proponent of historic preservation, I
was pleased to support the Pesolas in
their efforts to secure the project’s eli-
gibility for historic preservation cer-
tification from the Department of the
Interior, enabling the Pesolas to re-
ceive federal tax credits in return for
their commitment to retaining the his-
toric characteristics of the hotel.

The renovation of the Landmark Inn
Hotel stands as an example of the bene-
fits of historic preservation. Not only
will Marquette gain a quality hotel in
the downtown area, the people of the
city of Marquette and the State of
Michigan will retain an important link
to the past. I know my colleagues will
join me in expressing congratulations
and best wishes for future success to
Bruce and Christine Pesola on the oc-
casion of the grand opening of the
Landmark Inn Hotel.®
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TRIBUTE TO THE NEW HAMPSHIRE
DELEGATES ATTENDING A NA-
TIONAL SUMMIT ON VOLUNTA-
RISM

e Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise today to pay tribute
to the New Hampshire delegates who
represented the Granite State at the
National Summit on Voluntarism in
Philadelphia from April 27 through
April 29. The 3-day summit focused on
the challenges facing our Nation's chil-
dren and youth, and encouraged Ameri-
cans to dedicate their time and talents
to communities and children. It was or-
ganized on the suggestion that Amer-
ica’'s young people have access to five
fundamental resources. These re-
sources include an ongoing relationship
with an adult, safe places during non-
school hours to learn, a healthy start,
a skill through effective education, and
the opportunity to give back through
community service.

I would like today to honor the indi-
viduals from my state who gave their
time and energy so our children can re-
main safe and strong. They are: Amy
McGlashan of New Hampshire College
and University Council, Daniel Forbes
of St. Anselm College, Carlos Agudelo
of the ALPHA Alliance, Regis Lemaire
of the Office of Youth Services, David
Fish of the United Parcel Service, Dar-
lene E. Schmidt of CFX Bank, Joshua
Morse of Southern New Hampshire
Services, JoAnn St. Pierre of the Vol-
untary Action Center, Ann Puglielli of
St. Anselm College, Richard Shannon
of New Hampshire Catholic Charities,
Susan Gilbert of Manchester, Suzanne
Carbon of the Grafton County Family
Court, Catie Doucette of the White
Mountain School, Ed Farrell of the
White Mountain School, Dick Fowler
of the Division of Children and Youth
Services, Katie Kelley of the Path-
finders Program, Theresa Kennett of
Kennett High School, Bruce Labs of
Woodsville High School, Sara Lang of
Woodsville High School, Mike Purcell
of White Mountain Mental Health,
Lynn Wheeler of Nighswander, Lord &
Martin, Debbie Tasker of the Dover
Adult Learning Center, Bernie Mucci of
Tyco International Litd., Elise Klysa of
the Timberland Corp., Ron Borelli of
Aavid Thermal Technologies Inc.,
Karen Brown of Channel 9 News, Chris
Gallagher of the Corporation for Na-
tional Service, Sidney Swartz of the
Timberland Corp., and Ken Freitas of
the Timberland Corp.

Each and every delegate from the
State of New Hampshire has achieved
success in effective citizen service.
They are experienced in creating op-
portunities for others to contribute to
solutions, and have a record of getting
things done. Above all, they are trust-
ed by others in their community and
for that they can be very proud.

The summit proved to be beneficial.
The representatives from New Hamp-
shire combined their efforts with dele-
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gates from Delaware. They came up
with creative plans to bring adults and
college students into Manchester's pub-
lic schools together to help establish a
mentoring program. The New Hamp-
shire delegates will meet again in the
summer to review this proposal and the
other ideas they collected and decide
how to use them.

I commend the New Hampshire dele-
gates on their willingness to help make
the Granite State a better place to
live, and to ignite the spirit of volunta-
rism to provide a strong foundation for
America’s youth. New Hampshire is
fortunate to be blessed by their leader-
ship and dedication. I applaud them for
their outstanding work, and am proud
to represent all of them in the U.S.
Senate.®

TRIBUTE TO RICHARD LLOYD
THOMPSON, SR.

e Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to a truly remark-
able man who, on May 30, 1997, will cel-
ebrate his retirement after 38 years as
an educator—Richard Lloyd Thompson,
Sr. of Middletown, CT.

Within every middle-sized town in
America, there is a small handful of in-
dividuals that form the backbone of
that community. Everyone knows and
respects these individuals, because
they are continually working to
strengthen neighborhoods and help
others. They always place the needs of
others above their own, and they con-
tinually give of themselves to ensure
that their hometown is a better place
in which to live. Dick Thompson is one
of these individuals.

People like Dick Thompson are every
bit as important to the city of Middle-
town, CT as major employers like
Aetna, Pratt & Whitney, and Wesleyan
University. He has helped to educate
more than a generation of students in
Middletown, and countless children and
their families in this town have had
their lives positively impacted by him.

Dick has seen Middletown grow and
mature before his own eyes. After
teaching in the Hartford Public
Schools for 10 years, he came to Mid-
dletown in 1971 to serve as the prin-
cipal at Bielefield Elementary School.
When Dick accepted this job, he en-
tered a mnewly racially integrated
school as the first nonwhite school ad-
ministrator in the history of this
school system. Through the strength of
his own character, he was able to guide
the school through a period of social
uneasiness, and he has been an institu-
tion within the Middletown school sys-
tem ever since.

But Dick Thompson's contributions
extend far outside the school. He has
served on Middletown’s Planning and
Zoning Commission, their Charter Re-
vision Commission, and their Salvation
Army Advisory Committee. To illus-
trate the broad variety of his commu-
nity involvement, he has been named
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an honorary deputy by the Middlesex
County Sherriff's Association, and he
has also served as a Middlesex County
justice of the peace.

I have been fortunate to get to know
Dick personally through his involve-
ment with the Democratic Party. He
has been a local and State delegate for
Middletown’s Democratic Town Com-
mittee, and he has also served on
Middletown’s Democratic Nominating
Committee.

Despite the broad range of Dick
Thompson’s community service, the
driving force behind all of his activities
has been his concern for children. As
someone who was orphaned at the age
of 5, and who lived in an orphanage
from ages 5 to 18, Dick is keenly aware
of the needs of children and the posi-
tive impact that the surrounding com-
munity can have on a child’s life. Dick
sits on Middletown’'s Youth Services
Commission, and he has taken a very
active role in the lives of children
through his service as a Deacon in his
church. Dick has been a mentor for
many children, and he has helped to in-
still these young people with a strong
set of values that they will carry for a
lifetime.

As Dick approaches his retirement, I
am certain that he would consider his
commitment to his family to be his
greatest accomplishment. Dick has
been happily married to his wife Betty
for more than 30 years, and together
they have raised two wonderful chil-
dren. Following in the family tradi-
tion, their daughter, Claudette Renee,
worked as an educator of children and
adults. She worked for Head Start pro-
grams in both Boston and Atlanta, and
she currently serves as a technical di-
rector for an international corporation
in Maryland. Their son, Richard, grad-
uated from law school in 1994, and he is
working as an attorney in the Wash-
ington, D.C. area. There is no greater
source of pride for a parent than to see
his children succeed, and Dick should
be pleased to know that his pride in his
children is exceeded only by their ad-
miration for their father.

Again, I want to congratulate Dick
Thompson on his retirement, and I
wish him the best of luck in all his fu-
ture endeavors.e

R —

BROOKE COUNTY’'S BICENTENNIAL
CELEBRATION

e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
rise today in recognition of a historical
milestone in my state of West Virginia.
In 1797, Brooke County, named after
Gov. Robert Brooke of Virginia, was of-
ficially born. I take this opportunity to
congratulate Brooke County on its bi-
centennial celebration.

Brooke County, located in the north-
ern Panhandle of West Virginia, was
created from part of Ohio County. The
first session of the Brooke County
court took place in the home of Wil-
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liam Sharpe on May 23, 1797. Since that
day, the residents of Brooke County
have played a vital role in the develop-
ment of West Virginia and the Nation.
Its residents fought to protect our Na-
tion in the War of 1812 and to keep it
intact in the Civil War. They founded
Brooke Academy, the first educational
institution on the Ohio River, south of
Pittsburgh and west of the Alleghenies.
However, they are not only sound in
body and mind, but also in their souls,
as the Christian Church, the Disciples
of Christ, and the Church of Christ all
have their early roots in 19th century
Brooke County.

From the Duval Glass House, the
first glasshouse in West Virginia, to
the delicious Grimes golden apples, the
residents of Brooke County have been
steeped in a tradition of innovation.
Their accomplishments are numerous
and far-reaching. Part of the highly in-
dustrialized Ohio Valley, Brooke Coun-
ty has seen its innovation at work, as
their industries have grown from early
paper bag and marble manufacturers to
a variety of steel industries including
the most modern steel coating mill in
the world.

On behalf of all citizens from the
Mountain State, I would like to once
again commend Brooke County on its
200th birthday and ask that my distin-
guished colleagues join with me in rec-
ognizing its rich history of accomplish-
ments and innovation.e

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR NEW THE
NORTHWEST ARKANSAS RE-
GIONAL AIRPORT

e Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, several
weeks ago the ABC News ‘‘20/20"" pro-
gram aired a piece entitled “Your Tax
Dollars at Work,"” a report about an
airport construction project in north-
west Arkansas. The report focused on
allegations that the new airport was
unnecessary and a waste of Federal tax
dollars. As chairman of the Commerce
Committee, 1 believed it was incum-
bent on me to followup on these allega-
tions. I consequently requested that
the General Accounting Office [GAO]
review the project to ensure that the
Federal Aviation Administration
[FAA] followed the agency’s estab-
lished process to allocate discretionary
airport funds to this project.

I want to state at the outset that the
GAO has said that nothing illegal has
taken place with respect to the project.
In its review, however, shortcomings
were discovered with the FAA's grant
decisionmaking process that need to be
addressed. The FAA’s decision to pro-
vide grants for the new Northwest Ar-
kansas Federal Government does not
always do the best job in managing the
taxpayers’ money. In this case, the
FAA could have better managed the
airport grant program. The FAA de-
cided to fund this airport, although the
circumstances on which it made its de-
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cision changed. When this new airport
is built and ready for use in 1998, the
Federal Government’s share will be $70
million, almost two-thirds of the air-
port’s total cost. It remains to be seen,
however, if the airport will have an air-
line to serve it and if passengers will
use it.

The FAA must ensure that the lim-
ited Federal funds available for devel-
oping the Nation’'s airports to go to the
most deserving projects. Maintaining
and improving the Nation’s airport sys-
tem requires continual capital invest-
ment and the FAA provides Federal
grants to help with that development.
As with other Federal programs, the
airport grant program has taken its
share of cuts as we work toward bal-
ancing the budget. This situation
makes it even more important that the
FAA does the best possible job in man-
aging the program’s approximately $1.5
billion in funds.

From the beginning, there were prob-
lems with the FAA’s decisionmaking
process in awarding grants to NWARA.
The FAA went outside its priority sys-
tem, and relied in part on its subjective
assessment in awarding the airport $70
million over the 12-year period from
1991 through 2002. The FAA made its
decision in 1990 and did not reconsider
its position, although the cir-
cumstances on which the decision was
based changed in the immediate fol-
lowing years. In making its decision,
the FAA assumed that a nearby air-
port, Drake Field in Fayetteville, AR,
would close and that all air service
would move to NWARA. Drake Field,
however, remains open and improve-
ments to this airport have been made.
The airlines are happy with the air-
port. Rather than closing, it appears
that Drake Field will compete with
NWARA. These airports are less than
30 miles apart. The FAA also said air-
lines were behind the construction of
NWARA. To this day, however, no air-
lines have made a firm commitment to
use this new airport.

The FAA also decided to provide
grants to NWARA under a rarely used
special mechanism called a letter of in-
tent. This mechanism allows the FAA
to schedule grant payments in future
years beyond the program’'s authoriza-
tion period. Of the tens of thousands of
grants the FAA has awarded, only
about 50 letters of intent have been
issued and only two—one of which went
to NWARA—have been issued in the
last 4 years. The Congress established
letters of intent only to fund projects
that significantly enhance the capacity
of the national airport system. The
FAA, however, awarded the letter of
intent to NWARA without having de-
fined what constitutes a significant ca-
pacity enhancement for small airports
like NWARA. The agency also used a
cost-benefit analysis to justify the let-
ter of intent, analysis that was not
redone even though it was not clear
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that certain assumptions the agency
made would hold, such as the closing of
Drake Field.

The sloppiness of the FAA’s decision-
making process on this project has
been disappointing, although legal. The
GAO and other observers agree that it
would be a waste of investments al-
ready made to withhold Federal fund-
ing now. NWARA has received about 40
percent of its total $70 million in grant
funding, and construction of the air-
port is under way. The airport’s run-
ways will be completed by the end of
1997 and its terminal soon thereafter.

Nevertheless, the review of this
project has been a valuable exercise.
We must be certain that scarce Federal
resources are allocated to their highest
and best uses. The FAA must be able to
demonstrate compelling reasons for
using subjective assessments to place
projects on the priority list for Federal
funding. The GAO will soon report to
the FAA on how it can tighten up its
grant award process, and better adhere
to the criteria that the agency has laid
out for itself. In the meantime, the
Commerce Committee will continue to
oversee the FAA’s management of its
grant program.e

—————

OLDER AMERICANS MONTH

e Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, since
1963 when President Kennedy began
this important tradition, May has been
designated ‘*Older Americans Month,"”
a time set aside each year for our coun-
try to honor senior citizens for their
many accomplishments and contribu-
tions to our Nation.

Those of us who have worked dili-
gently in the U.S. Senate to ensure
that older Americans are able to live in
dignity and independence during their
retirement years, look forward to this
opportunity to pause and reflect on the
contributions of those individuals who
have played such a major role in the
shaping of our great Nation. We honor
them for their hard work and the
countless sacrifices they have made
throughout their lifetimes, and look
forward to their continued contribu-
tions to our country’s welfare.

Today's senior citizens have wit-
nessed more technological advances
than any other generation in our Na-
tion’'s history. Seniors today have lived
through economic depressions and re-
cessions, times of war and peace, and
incredible advancements in the fields
of science, medicine, transportation
and communications. It is imperative
that we address the needs of these
Americans who have devoted so much
of their life experience and achieve-
ment to the betterment of our society.
The celebration of Older Americans
Month provides us with the oppor-
tunity to highlight the importance of
reauthorizing the Older Americans Act.
As a vigorous and consistent supporter
of measures to benefit senior citizens, I
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am pleased to be a past cosponsor and
strong supporter of this important leg-
islation. First enacted in 1965, the
Older Americans Act has evolved from
its original mandate to promote inde-
pendent living among those older citi-
zens with the greatest social and eco-
nomic need into today’s dynamic net-
work of community and home-based
services so critical to many of our Na-
tion’s seniors.

The need for such legislation be-
comes especially apparent in light of
current demographic trends. Senior
citizens today comprise more than 12
percent of the country’s population.
Baby boomers, who represented one-
third of all Americans in 1994, will
enter the 65-years-and-older category
over the next 13-34 years, substantially
increasing this segment of our popu-
lation. In my own State of Maryland,
more than 768,400 individuals are over
the age of 60, representing 15 percent of
Maryland's total population. By the
yvear 2020, that percentage is expected
to increase to just over 23 percent.
These demographic transformations
pose significant challenges and oppor-
tunities and the Older Americans Act
provides an excellent framework from
which to address these challenges as we
move into the next century. It is not
enough to just honor our senior citi-
zens. We must continue to enact mean-
ingful legislation which will help meet
the needs of this wvaluable and con-
stantly expanding segment of our soci-
ety.

The theme of this year’s celebration
is “Caregiving: Compassion in Action.”
In my view, it is most appropriate
that—as the percentage of the popu-
lation over age 65 continues to grow—
we take this opportunity to focus on
how we, as a society, will care for our
seniors. It is, therefore, incumbent
upon us all to be prepared to both un-
derstand and address the needs of our
seniors as they become an increasingly
larger segment of American society.
Many of us are already addressing this
serious need. The Administration on
Aging estimates that each day, as
many as five million senior citizens in
the United States are recipients of care
from more than 22 million informal
caregivers. As programs such as Medi-
care and Medicaid continue to feel the
pressures of the current Federal budget
process, the noble and compassionate
work of these dedicated individuals is
particularly critical.

Mr. President, I have always believed
strongly in the potential of this signifi-
cant and growing population to con-
tribute to the development of policies
that effect all Americans. Our Nation’'s
seniors are an ever—g’rowing resource
that deserves our attention, our grati-
tude, and our heart-felt respect. As ob-
servance of Older American Month
comes to a close, I look forward to
working with my colleagues in the
Senate in implementing public policies
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which affirm the contributions of older
Americans to our society and ensure
that they continue to thrive with dig-
nity.e

——————

CONGRATULATIONS TO WHEAT
MONTANA FARMS AND BAKERY
ON MONTANA SMALL BUSINESS
OF THE YEAR

e Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to extend my congratulations to
Dean Folkvord of Wheat Montana
Farms and Bakery of Three Forks on
winning the Small Business Person of
the Year Award. It is a real pleasure to
recognize Dean and his family for his
dedication and hard work.

There is a fierce competition in Mon-
tana for Small Business Person of the
Year since 98 percent of our businesses
are classified as small, and that makes
Dean’s accomplishments special. I was
amazed when I learned of it, but Wheat
Montana mills more wheat in a year
than is grown in Montana. It takes a
truly successful operation to handle
that much wheat.

Mr. President, I am proud to say we
have many small business success sto-
ries like Wheat Montana, and many
folks like Dean keeping our economy
growing and putting Montanans to
work. There were two close runners-up
for this award this year, and many
other small businesses were awarded in
other categories. Together, they are
the engine that keeps Montana run-
ning.

Congratulations again to Dean
Folkvord and the Wheat Montana fam-
ily, and to Montana’s entire small busi-
ness community for all you do.e

| ——————

HONORING THE MANITOWOC
WORLD WAR II SUBMARINE EF-
FORT

e Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, re-
cently, the distinguished Senior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] and I,
along with our colleague from the
House of Representatives, Representa-
tive THOMAS PETRI, wrote to the Sec-
retary of the Navy, the Honorable John
H. Dalton, indicating our strong sup-
port for the proposal to name the third
Seawolf class submarine the Manitowoc,
recognizing the unique contribution by
the city of Manitowoc, WI, to the de-
velopment of U.S. submarine superi-
ority in World War II.

The Manitowoc Shipbuilding Co. pro-
duced 28 submarines during World War
II—roughly ten percent of America’s
submarine fleet during that war. The 25
Manitowoc-built submarines in the Pa-
cific theater sank 132 enemy ships.

Prior to World War II, the Manitowoc
Shipbuilding Co. had never produced
submarines. As America entered the
war, and the Nation committed its re-
sources and energies to the effort, this
shipbuilding company took on the task
of retooling, retraining its employees,
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and restructuring its facilities to
produce high-quality submarines at a
wartime pace. They completed produc-
tion of the submarines 19 months ahead
of schedule and $1.8 million under
budget. In all, some 7,000 people were
employed at the Manitowoc Ship-
building Co. at the height of World War
II production, many working numerous
nonstop shifts. Many also came from
other cities and towns and the
Manitowoc community opened up its
arms to support these workers, giving
them a home-away from home, which
helped to maintain the morale of these
essential workers in the war effort.

I am pleased to note that the Wis-
consin State Senate has just passed a
measure urging the Navy to name the
new submarine the Manitowoc. Naming
the new sub the Manitowoc would honor
those who served on the Manitowoc-
built subs, those individuals who
worked 24 hours a day to build them,
and the city which extended its support
to the Herculean production effort. It
would be a fitting tribute.®

SAFETY AND HEALTH
ADVANCEMENT ACT OF 1997

e Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, as an
original cosponsor of S. 7656 I want to
stress the importance of this measure
and urge my colleagues to support its
passage.

Mr. President, the Safety and Health
Advancement Act is based on one sim-
ple premise: The Occupational Safety
and Health Administration [OSHA] can
be more effective at ensuring safe
working environments by working with
businesses than by waiting for viola-
tions to occur and then issuing fines.
The purpose of this bill is to refocus
OSHA’s mission from enforcement to
consultation, without putting a
straightjacket on its ability to enforce
when required.

S. 7656 takes a number of important
steps to help small business comply
with OSHA standards. First, it estab-
lishes a third-party review process
whereby a licensed auditor may con-
sult with businesses and certify that
the are in compliance with applicable
OSHA standards. If certified, the busi-
ness will be exempt for 2 years from
any civil penalty prescribed by the
OSH Act.

Second, S. 765 broadens the technical
assistance program run by the States
and OSHA. Under this program, the
Montana Safety Bureau, with assist-
ance from OSHA, consults with busi-
nesses and helps them meet OSHA
standards. If in compliance, the busi-
ness is exempt from general inspec-
tions for 2 years. This is a good pro-
gram, but it is not widely used and it is
underfunded, especially in Montana. S.
765 expands and makes permanent this
assistance program.

Third, this bill writes into law
OSHA's Voluntary Protection Program

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

and requires the Secretary of Labor to
encourage small businesses to use the
program. If a business applies under
the program and is certified as safe, it
is exempt from inspections and certain
paperwork requirements. Only 300 em-
ployers are currently in this program,
but I know of plenty of small busi-
nesses that would qualify.

Finally, this bill requires OSHA to
submit all proposed standards to the
National Academy of Sciences for re-
view and comments, and bars OSHA
from using quotas for inspections, cita-
tions, or penalties.

Mr. President, I will soon be chairing
a Small Business Committee field hear-
ing in Montana to hear from small
businesses how Federal and State regu-
lations adversely affect them. The
loudest complaints I will hear will be
about OSHA and its heavy-handed en-
forcement policies. As a former small
businessman, I know that working
with small businesses to help them
comply with OSHA standards will have
better results than enforcement alone.
By encouraging compliance, work-
places will be safer and workers will be
better off.e

————
IN MEMORY OF ANDREW TEN

e Mrs BOXER. Mr. President, I rise
today in memory of a remarkable
young boy, and in tribute to his de-
voted family. Andrew Ten was just 12
yvears old when he passed away this
week from complications resulting
from a chronic neurologic, pulmonary,
and gastrointestinal condition that left
him physically handicapped for most of
his short life. His life-treatening dis-
eases required constant home medical
and nursing care, 24 hours a day, 365
days a year.

Andrew came to my attention
through his father, Rabbi Harold Ten,
whose devotion to and love for his son
was equaled only by his perserverence
and tenacity in fighting the injustices
of the health insurance system mil-
lions of Americans must endure every
day. I will not delve into the details of
young Andrew’s case, but suffice it to
say that he and his family were the
victims of a system that encourages
capriciously unilateral decisionmaking
by the medical-industrial complex that
fails to account for the real-life,
human tragedies that families confront
every day.

It was another example of how the
understandable drive to hold down
health care costs and maximize the
profits often forces insurance carriers
to make decisions that make no sense
on a human level. It was an example of
serious flaws and omissions in the laws
protecting the consumer from health
care system abuses, something we
must not forget.

It was also an example of how one
person can wage a battle against the
inertia that often results in injustice.
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If it were not for the intervention of
my office, after I had been contacted
by Rabbi Ten, young Andrew would not
have received the critical medical care
he needed. But, it should not have
come to that. The law should have been
enough to protect Andrew and his fam-
ily.

That is a fight for another day.
Today, I want to offer my condolences
to Rabbi Ten and his family on their
loss. My heart goes out to them, who
have fought so hard to prolong the life
of their son and brother. I know that
they will show the same courage and
faith as they mourn his death.e

————

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
in accordance with 22 U.S.C. 1128a-
1928d, as amended, appoints the Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr. HATCH] as a mem-
ber of the Senate Delegation to the
North Atlantic Assembly during the
First Session of the 105th Congress, to
be held in Luxembourg, May 28-June 1,
1997.

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, in accordance with 22 U.S.C.
1928a-1928d, as amended, appoints the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BIDEN] as
vice chairman of the Senate Delegation
to the North Atlantic Assembly during
the 105th Congress.

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, MAY 23, 1997

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until the hour of
9:30 a.m. on Friday, May 23.

I further ask unanimous consent that
on Friday, immediately following the
prayer, the routine requests through
the morning hour be granted and the
Senate then immediately resume con-
sideration of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 27, the first concurrent budget
resolution, as under the previous order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. DOMENICI. For the information
of all Senators, at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow
morning, the Senate will begin consid-
eration of the resolution and begin a
lengthy series of rollcall votes. And I
cannot stress lengthy series of rolicall
votes sufficiently. There will be a num-
ber of votes in order to complete action
on the resolution. Senators should be
prepared to remain on the Senate floor
during that period to enable us to expe-
dite this process to allow us to finish
our business at a reasonable hour to-
morrow. In addition, during Friday’'s
session, the Senate will consider the
CWC implementation bill, nominations
that may be available on the Executive
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Calendar, and any other items that
may be cleared for action.
| ———————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. DOMENICI. If there is no further
business to come before the Senate, I
now ask unanimous consent that the
Senate stand in adjournment under the
previous order.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

There being no objection, at 9:20
p.m., the Senate adjourned until Fri-
day, May 23, 1997, at 9:30 a.m.

| ————me—

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate May 22, 1997:
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

KENNETH 8. APFEL, OF MARYLAND, TO BE COMMIS-
SIONER OF SOCIAL SECURITY FOR THE TERM EXPIRING
JANUARY 19, 2001. (NEW POSITION)
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

STANLEY 0. ROTH, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF STATE, VICE WINSTON LORD.

MARC GROSSEMAN. OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER OF
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE. CLASS OF COUNSELOR.
TO BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE, VICE JOHN
CHRISTIAN KORNBLUM.

JOHN CHRISTIAN KORNBLUM, OF MICHIGAN, A CAREER
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF
CAREER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED S8TATES
OF AMERICA TO THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY.

DAVID J. SCHEFFER. OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AMBASSADOR
AT LARGE FOR WAR CRIMES ISSUES.
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